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FROM THE PUBLISHERS 


The present collection of articles is the result of the 
work of a symposium held by Soviet historians on the 
occasion of the fortieth anniversary of the Crimean (Yalta) 
Conference. The symposium was held in Yalta in February 
1985. The collection includes basic papers presented by 
the leading specialists of the Historical-Diplomatic 
Department, the Diplomatic Academy and the Moscow 
State Institute of International Relations of the USSR 
Ministry for Foreign Affairs, the Institute of World Economy 
and International Relations and the Institute of General 
History of the USSR Academy of Sciences. The collection 
has been prepared for publication by the Sector of Military 
History at the Institute of General History 


Alexander YAKOVLEV, 

Corresponding Member of the USSR 
Academy of Sciences. Director of the 
Institute of World Economy and 
International Relations of the USSR 
Academy of Sciences 


THE YALTA CONFERENCE: LESSONS OF 
HISTORY AND THE PRESENT PERIOD 

(Introduction) 


An encounter with history or simply with historical 
events is always exciting and provides food for thought. 
Each new generation looks upon the past as an enormous 
university for the whole of humanity. It equips people with 
knowledge, teaches them to show kindness and warns 
them against tragic errors. The path which mankind has 
taken is not strewn with roses. In spite of that, it has been 
advancing along the highway towards social progress, 
development and the improvement of man. However, only 
too often the selfish interests of a small segment of society 
have led to more and more errors, human dramas and 
tragedies for whole peoples, countries and continents. 

We have assembled here in Yalta forty years after the 
historic Crimean (Yalta) Conference to return once again 
to the events of those dramatic years in the history of 
mankind, to study our troubled, though heroic, past, to pay 
our respects to the Soviet people who saved humanity at 
the price of incredible sacrifices. Twenty million sons and 
daughters of the Soviet people gave their lives for the 
homeland. The war left in its wake millions of orphans and 
unfortunates, many towns and cities in ruins, scorched 
lands, rivers of blood and tears. This alone obliges the 
nations to display due responsibility for the future and calls 
on them to be vigilant with respect to those who even now 
still prefer chimeras to present-day realities, who recklessly 
gamble with the future of civilisation and who place their 
selfish class interests above those of all mankind. 

That is the reason why we have got together at Yalta. 
Yalta has become a symbol of one vitally important fact, 
namely, that people and nations belonging to different 


social systems can live together in peace and harmony, 
though they may have different ideals in life both morally 
and socially. 

It is precisely in this context that it is of such great 
importance to continue to look back at the past and give 
thought to the future, to the actual links between the past 
and present, to the unfading memory of history, and to 
analyse the lessons to be learnt from the past and the 
things it warns against. A man may have a short memory, 
but humanity's memory is timeless... 

The Yalta Conference was opened at Livadia Palace on 
February 4, 1945. The major participants were the leaders 
of the Big Three powers belonging to the anti- Hitler 
coalition — Joseph V. Stalin, Franklin D. Roosevelt and 
Winston S. Churchill. They were accompanied by their 
respective foreign ministers, chiefs of staff from their armed 
forces and other advisors. The Conference was being held 
at a turning point in history, when a new balance of world 
forces was taking shape. By then it was becoming increas- 
ingly clear that there was a need for cooperation, and not 
for confrontation between the two social systems. 

History has put on record in clear-cut terms the political 
moves made by our partners both before the war and during 
it. Great Britain and the USA were deliberately and purpose- 
fully taking an active part in preparing the Second World War 
in the hope that it would be spearheaded against the East, 
against the Soviet Union, and that after the land of socialism 
was defeated they would be in a position to harvest golden 
fruits once their imperialist competitor— Nazi Germany— had 
been brought to its knees. 

They did all they could to protract the fighting in the war 
to gain for themselves the most advantageous postwar 
conditions. And they did not care if other peoples and 
states would have to pay dearly for their inhuman, self- 
seeking policy. For cold indifference, calculation and think- 
ing in terms of a balance of power” and military super- 
iority have always been predominant in the policies of the 
capitalist world. 

Throughout the period between the two world wars 
British and US imperialism actively collaborated with ag- 
gressive German imperialism and fascism in the hope that 
their main purpose — the destruction of the Soviet Union, of 
socialism, of the forces of social progress and democracy — 
would be realised. 
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The Munich deal became a disgraceful page in history. 
The war broke out within the framework of the capitalist 
system. History decreed that the USA and Great Britain 
should share the same coalition with the Soviet Union and 
fight against Hitler on whom they had counted only a short 
while before to strangle the Soviet Union. The need to 
ensure their own survival prompted them to put aside their 
long-term class interests for the time being. 

However, even during the war, those who had inspired 
the Minich deal and who now regarded Germany as enemy 
number one, nevertheless sought to weaken the Soviet 
Union with Nazi hands through complicated political and 
military manoeuvres. They wanted to ensure for themselves 
a more advantageous balance of forces after the war both 
in Europe and the rest of the world. The US and British 
ruling classes were not in the slightest concerned about the 
fact that other peoples and states would have to pay for 
these inhuman and selfish policies. The obviously pre- 
arranged delays in the opening of the second front 
glaringly exposed their real plans which were based on 
causing other nations sacrifices and suffering. 

But here again they were let down by their own his- 
torical blindness. The USSR proved that it was capable of 
routing the Nazi Reich on its own. This was what ulti- 
mately led the US and British leaders to go to Teheran and 
Yalta. Why did they show such persistence in arranging 
this meeting? Why did they make such a long journey to 
talk with the Soviet leaders and resolve important issues on 
the basis of agreement? 

The answer was clear then, but it is even clearer today: 
the Soviet Union had shown itself to be a powerful country 
and had made the decisive contribution to the rout of 
Nazism. The enormous prestige and influence gained and 
exercised by socialism, and by the Soviet Armed Forces as 
they rapidly advanced to the heart of Europe and were then 
only 60 kilometres away from Berlin, and the sense of fear 
which gripped the Western powers at that time were other 
factors. They feared that the Soviet Union alone would 
liberate Europe. If this were to happen, the Western leaders 
realised that the postwar settlement would be extremely 
unfavourable for the imperialists. It would cause the found- 
ations of imperialism to crumble even further. 

All these factors taken together highlighted the import- 
ance of the Yalta Conference as the highest and most 


fruitful stage in the wartime cooperation between the 
USSR, the USA and Great Britain. 

What were the main achievements of the Conference? 

First, all the three powers achieved unity on joint 
military strategy at the final phase of the war. The attacks 
both from the East and West were coordinated. The military 
staffs reached agreement on the coordination of the stra- 
tegic air forces. The coordination was to be exercised by 
the General Staff of the Soviet Army* together with the 
heads of the Allied Missions in Moscow. 

The Conference showed that it was both possible and 
fruitful to resolve military and military-political problems on 
a joint basis. In examining this experience in a broader 
historical context, we can see that such cooperation is 
practicable and would be most useful today for the main- 
tenance and consolidation of peace. 

Though such documents as the agreements on the non- 
proliferation of nuclear weapons, on the banning of nuclear 
weapon tests, the SALT-1 and SALT-2 agreements, and 
the Soviet-US treaty on the limitation of anti -ballistic 
missile systems were signed under different historical con- 
ditions and circumstances, they basically prove the above 
point. 

Second, a whole range of difficult questions concern- 
ing Germany's status after its defeat was unanimously 
resolved at the Yalta Conference. The participants in the 
Conference managed to reach understanding on all key 
matters on the basis of good will and joint effort. Of course, 
the fact that the USA and Great Britain recognised the 
USSR's decisive role in the rout of Nazi Germany con- 
tributed to this. Another important factor was that the 
democratic forces had played a much bigger role and 
acquired prestige in the fight against fascism, imperialism's 
extremely reactionary offspring. The shift in favour of the 
democratic forces was now obvious. 

Appraising the response of the American press to the 
completion of the talks at Dumbarton Oaks'* shortly before 


Red Army before 1946. 

The Conference held between Soviet, US and British representa- 
tives at Dumbarton Oaks (Washington) in 1 944. The Conference drafted 
Proposals for the Establishment of a General International Organisation", 
which laid down the basic principles of the Charter of the future United 
Nations Organisation. 
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the Yalta Conference, Andrei Gromyko, the Soviet 
Ambassador to the USA, reported on October 3, 1944: 

"It is emphasised that given the desire for cooperation, 
the questions that have not yet been resolved can be 
solved successfully at a later stage, through mutual 
compromise." 1 

Commenting on the results of the visit to Moscow by 
Churchill and Eden, the Chairman of the USSR Council of 
People's Commissars wrote in his message of October 19, 
1944, to the US President: 

"The talks made it plain that we can without undue 
difficulty coordinate our policies on all important issues 
and that even if we cannot ensure immediate solution of 
this or that problem, ...we have, nevertheless, more 
favourable prospects in this respect as well." 2 

What was particularly important was that the leaders of 
the Big Three powers outlined at Yalta the basis of an 
agreed policy towards Germany on principles of its de- 
mocratisation and demilitarisation, the destruction of 
German militarism and Nazism, and the establishment of 
guarantees which would "ensure that Germany will never 
again be able to disturb the peace of the world". The Big 
Three leaders were unanimous in their decision to punish 
the war criminals and to eliminate all Nazi and militaristic 
influence on public institutions, and the cultural and econ- 
omic life of the German people. 

Third, the participants in the Yalta Conference unanim- 
ously agreed on the establishment of a United Nations 
Organisation which would ensure international security 
after the war. Such a highly difficult and completely new 
problem was also being solved in a spirit of mutual under- 
standing. This ultimately made it possible to agree on the 
convocation of a United Nations Conference in San 
Francisco on April 25, 1 945, which was of such enormous 
significance. 

Thus, the success in coping with vital problems proved 
that in politics and diplomacy there was always plenty of 
room for building confidence on the basis of close or 
coinciding interests between states belonging to different 
social systems. 


1 Soviet-American Relations During the Great Patriotic War of 1941- 
1945, Moscow. 1 984, Vol. 2, pp. 221 -222. 

2 ibid,, p. 251. 
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• The Yalta Conference adopted major decisions which 

largely determined the shape of the postwar world. The 
Conference was a supreme achievement in the wartime 
cooperation between the USSR, the USA and Great 
Britain. 

But the Yalta Conference revealed other things too. 
There both Western powers acted as leaders and plenipo- 
tentiary representatives of the social system they belonged 
to. Their class aim, contradictory as it was, was not only to 
defeat Germany, but also to stem the growth of socialism's 
. might and influence. 

This line came especially to the fore during the discus- 
sions on the so-called Polish question. Focused in it were 
the many conservative imperialist urges born of the class- 
generated desire of the capitalist leaders to halt the prog- 
ress of history, to 'wiggle out" of the adverse situation at 
that historical turning point, while preserving the most 
opportunities for their future confrontation policy. 

These were actually attempts on the part of the capital- 
ist system to defy the growing might of the socialist power 
and to restore some of the outdated and totally bankrupt 
principles concerning the "cordon sanitaire" policies 
against the Soviet Union. The purpose was to isolate the 
USSR and to place the European countries and peoples in 
opposition to it. The German anticommunist bastion which 
US and British imperialism had built up so carefully in the 
1920s and 1930s had collapsed along with the policy, 

1 much practised before the war, of destroying socialism 

with Hitler s hands. At the time of the Yalta Conference the 
Fiihrer and his Reich had less than three months to live. 
The Western powers needed a kind of Anglo-American 
base of operations for exercising their influence in Eastern 
Europe. And they pinned their hopes, as they had in the 
1920s, on Poland. 

But the prestige the USSR commanded at the time was 
too great, and the arguments it brought forth in support of 
its stand on the Polish question were too convincing for 
“■ the Western powers to go very far with their intentions. 

And so they had to seek a compromise. At Yalta, as is 
known, the participants managed to arrive at a unanimous 
decision with regard to Poland's eastern frontiers and to 
decide in its favour the territorial issues in the north and 
west. (It should be pointed out that the USA and Britain 
opposed the Soviet proposal on establishing Poland's west- 
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ern frontier along the Oder and the Western Neisse and 
also on the composition of the Polish government. This 
was like "laying a mine" in the bed of the country's future. 
Later, the reactionaries and neo-Nazis took advantage of 
this to formulate their policies of revenge and interference 
in the internal affairs of sovereign socialist states.) 

What were the results of the Yalta Conference as a 
whole? 

Along with the Teheran and Potsdam Conferences, the 
Yalta Conference was undoubtedly an event that, in one 
way or another, determined the political make-up of the 
world in the latter half of the 20th century. 

The Conference proved that fruitful cooperation be- 
tween countries with opposing social systems was 
possible. The experience gained by summit talks, the par- 
ticipants' realistic appraisal of the balance of forces in 
the world, proper consideration for the interests of the 
participants and respect for their positions showed that the 
existence of different social systems and irreconcilable 
ideologies is not an obstacle to holding a constructive 
dialogue in the interests of peace and for the sake of all 
humanity. 

During the eight days at Yalta the USSR, on the one 
hand, and the USA and Great Britain, on the other, reached 
agreement on the most difficult, outstanding issues. Surely 
this showed the role of good will and the value of a realistic 
approach in politics. 

Speaking at the House of Commons on February 27, 
1945, Churchill summed up the results of the Yalta 
Conference as follows: 

"The Crimean Conference leaves the Allies more closely 
united than before, both in the military and in the political 
sphere..." 

"I know of no Government," he declared, "which 
stands to its obligations, even in its own despite, more 
solidly than the Russian Soviet Government..." 

On March 1, 1945, Roosevelt addressed a joint session 
of the US Congress. He said that the agreements reached 
at Yalta facilitated the creation of a permanent structure of 
the world for future generations to live in. He particularly 
stressed that the Yalta decisions put an end to "spheres of 
influence and balances of power and all the other ex- 
pedients which have been tried for centuries— and have 
failed." 




In what striking contrast these words are to the current 
US claims to entire regions of the world declared "spheres 
of vital interest" of the United States! 

The observance of the political and territorial status quo 
formed by agreements arrived at the Yalta and Potsdam 
Conferences has been the foundation for the maintenance 
of peaceful relations in Europe during the entire postwar 
period. It was later confirmed by treaties concluded be- 
tween the USSR and the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Poland and the FRG, the German Democratic Republic and 
the FRG, Czechoslovakia and the FRG, as well as an 
agreement on West Berlin signed by the USSR, the United 
States, Great Britain and France. 

The agreements reached at Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam 
provided favourable opportunities for the development of a 
system of international relations on the basis of principles 
of peaceful coexistence. 

Naturally enough, imperialism could not and cannot 
reconcile itself to the results of the Yalta Conference. It has 
launched one attack after another to torpedo the agree- 
ments which were first only possible and which were later 
concluded with the Soviet Union on the postwar settle- 
ment. Depending on the degree of confrontation with the 
socialist world, these attacks are continuing to this day. 
The attacks, however, vary in their intensity at different 
times. At present the political and ideological offensive on 
the results of the Yalta Conference has become a com- 
ponent of the "Crusade against Communism". A desire to 
revise Europe's frontiers is particularly evident. This con- 
stitutes the core of today's problems relating to European 
and world security. 

The course of postwar development has seen different 
appraisals of the Yalta Conference. Many Western ob- 
servers have voiced objective opinions on the results of the 
Conference, confirming the fruitful nature of cooperation 
between the great powers, particularly in critical inter- 
national situations. However there are large numbers of 
falsifications, the numerous attempts to misrepresent the 
Yalta Conference as a source of the cold war and of 
"Soviet diktat" in Europe. The prevailing desire in falsifying 
Yalta's results is, with the help of false historical reminis- 
cences, to fortify the positions of European capitalism in 
the context of growing social changes and class struggles. 
T JUe cold war was the response of the capitalist system to 
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the historic victories scored by socialism, to the growth of 
democratic forces, and to the mounting working-class 
movements in Europe and the rest of the world. It was 
capitalism's attempt to reverse the course of history. These 
are precisely the causes that prompted certain authors to 
resort to falsifying Yalta's results. 

Even certain Western researchers admit this circum- 
stance. Ernst Nolte, the West German philosopher and his- 
torian, writes in his work on the cold war that "the concern 
about the internal stability of the system" and inner- 
political motives during Yalta and Potsdam played a deci- 
sive role in the case of the USA. 1 

The desire to preserve and fortify the positions of the 
capitalist system in Europe and the rest of the world, which 
had already experienced revolutionary changes as the war 
was ending, caused capitalist ideologists to use the tried 
and tested method of distorting the essence of develop- 
ments. In this connection they have concentrated their 
main efforts over the past 40 years on the European 
postwar peace settlement. 

With reference to Yalta's results, these circles indulge in 
circulating the myth that the three powers never reached 
equal agreements. They assert that the Soviet Union "forced 
its will" on the USA and Great Britain. R. E. Sherwood, a 
prominent historian, explains this by Roosevelt’s and 
Churchill's "misconceptions". The two Western statesmen, 
he asserts, erroneously thought that their main achieve- 
ment at Yalta was getting Stalin to sign the "Declaration 
on Liberated Europe" which was in keeping with the 
provisions of the Atlantic Charter.* * Ever since then the 
story that both Western leaders were "misled" and, as a 
result, made "fatal mistakes" at Yalta has been widely used 
by conservative political scientists to discredit the results of 
the Crimean Conference. In circulating this story they have 
deliberately kept silent about the fact that Yalta was the 


1 E. Nolte, Deutschland und der Kalte Krieg, Munchen, 1 974, pp. 1 78, 
179. 

* Anglo-American Declaration stating the aims of the war. It was 
signed by President Roosevelt and Premier Churchill at their meeting in 
Argentia Harbour (Newfoundland) held from August 9 to 12, 1941. On 
September 24, 1941, the Soviet government announced its agreement 
with the basic principles of the Atlantic Charter. 
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result of prolonged joint efforts on the part of the spokes- 
men of the Big Three powers, careful agreements and 
compromises achieved earlier at the Moscow and Teheran 
Conferences and within the framework of the European 
Advisory Commission. 

Another myth stemmed from attempts to intervene in a 
question of principle bearing on European history, namely 
that of borders. Anti-Soviet reactionaries and other en- 
emies of socialism could not accept a just settlement of the 
problem, which was secured at the Yalta and Potsdam 
Conferences. The problem of "European borders" was 
made the centre of discord about the postwar settlement. 
Whenever East-West relations are aggravated the reac- 
tionaries raise this problem. And those who are seeking 
revenge have taken it up because they are eager to revise 
the territorial and political results of the war. The problem 
of "European borders" is being used for the cultivation of 
extremely dangerous plans for the "reunification of 
Germany within its 1 937 frontiers". The reactionary circles 
have refused to recognise the German Democratic 
Republic as a sovereign state, its state frontiers and citizen- 
ship. The right-wing forces in West Germany have been 
conducting a political attack "to overcome the division of 
Europe and Germany". 

The most obvious aim pursued by the falsifiers of the 
Yalta accords is to disrupt*the policy of peaceful coexist- 
ence between states with different social systems. By 
trying to "demonise" the Soviet Union, to create the image 
of an enemy with whom you cannot conduct any business 
the proponents of war and confrontation brainwash the 
public in a militaristic spirit. They stop at nothing. Turning 
facts on their heads, the falsifiers have tried to show that as 
a result of the "weakness" displayed at Yalta by the two 
Western powers the Soviet Union was able "to reach the 
heart of Europe". 

The present-day enemies of socialism are forced to 
"resuscitate" the ghosts of the past in order to whip up 
hostility and to pursue the policy of "direct confrontation" 
with socialism and the Soviet Union. They need this ploy 
to substantiate their policy aimed at securing military 
superiority over the Soviet Union. No wonder today's pro- 
ponents of the cold war love to quote Winston Churchill's 
words (from his letter to Truman of May 12, 1945), 


14 


concerning an "enormous Muscovite advance into the 
centre of Europe..." 1 

The allegations levelled at the USSR about the latter 
"failing to live up to" the decisions made at Yalta and thus . 
causing "the division of Europe" hold no water. It is 
groundless to call into question the immutability of the 
postwar settlement for Europe that was reached at Yalta. 
Addressing the Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and 
Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe 
early in 1984, George Shultz, the US Secretary of State, 
outspokenly demanded a revision of the Allied agreements 
reached at Yalta and Potsdam. In a reference to the "divi- 
sion of Europe" he described it as a "source of instability 
and tension" and cast aspersions on "a major European 
power" in this connection. Similar statements were also 
made in the United States throughout the year 1 984. Thus, 
in August the US Secretary of State said: "We will never 
accept the idea of a divided Europe.” Statements of this 
kind have been heard even more often in 1 985. 

The propaganda attacks on the results of the Yalta 
Conference and the leaders of the powers that belonged to 
the anti-Hitler coalition are designed to upset the existing 
balance of forces between socialism and capitalism and to 
pave the way for intervention in the internal affairs of the 
East European socialist countries. The ultimate aim is to 
obtain revenge on a big scale, to establish in Europe and 
the rest of the world US imperialist domination, and thus to 
accomplish the importunate messianic idea of global 
Americanism. 

One of the instruments for the implementation of the 
USA's hegemonic schemes is the alliance between US 
military hawks and West German militarists. The USA's 
extreme right-wing forces are trying to establish a closer 
union with West Germany's conservative military-political 
circles that have turned their country into the core of 
NATO's European structure. 

We repeat that this is precisely the basis for the activi- 
sation of the revenge-seekers in West Germany. They are 
extremely dangerous both to their own country and to 
Europe. They also pose a particular threat to East-West 
relations generally. The leaders of the ruling coalition in 


1 W. S. Churchill, The Second World War. Vol. VI, Cassell & Co. Ltd., 
London, 1 954, p. 499. 
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Bonn, who have declared "the German question open", 
call for a "restoration of the German Reich within its 1937 
borders". It was announced quite recently, for instance, 
, that a large-scale "congress of Silesian Germans" would 
be held in June 1985. Chancellor Helmut Kohl said he 
would attend the congress. The nature of the congress is 
best explained by the slogan under which it was to be held: 
Forty years after the expulsion, Silesia remains our future 
in a Europe of free peoples." This and other similar facts 
show that, defying the interests of Europe and those of 
their own people, the conservative circles in West .Germany 
are prepared to revise history in an attempt to abolish the 
results of Yalta and Potsdam, even if this will turn their 
country into radioactive ash. 

A broad offensive has been launched against the struc- 
ture of European security, which, in particular, was laid 
down in the Yalta declarations. Attempts are being made to 
try and substitute another structure for the existing one. 
This would involve turning West Germany into a military 
bastion against socialism, that is the creation, on a pattern 
condemned by history, of a military springboard in the 
centre of Europe aimed against the Soviet Union. 

i he circles opposing the Yalta agreements are unwilling 
to accept the spirit of East-West understanding and 
cooperation which prevailed at the Conference; they 
sharply attack the theoretical principles of such an ap- 
proach, its practices, its bearers and supporters. 

The reactionaries sharply criticise Roosevelt who, they 
claim, failed to uphold US interests, and Churchill who, 
they feel, made excessive concessions to the Soviet Union 
Particularly harsh criticism is coming from the hawks who 
would like to achieve military superiority over the Soviet 
Union, to "liquidate" socialism and to dictate their will all 
over the world. Among other things, such vehement rheto- 
ric indicates a definite shift to the right in politics and a 
strengthening of reaction in a number of countries, which 
have occurred in the capitalist world since the end of the 
war in the course of imperialism's advance on the demo- 

fascism POtential Created durin 9 the struggle against 

The current attacks against Yalta are in flagrant con- 
tradiction with the imperative requirements of present-day 
international relations. These attacks, which have been 
encouraged by a desire for revenge, are leading nowhere. 




But nothing else can be expected of the enemies of 
socialism, peace and social progress. 

We have witnessed the changes that have occurred in 
the world in the forty years that have elapsed since Yalta 
and Victory Day. A world socialist system has been born 
and continues to develop. The colonial structure of capital- 
ism has collapsed. The potentialities of the capitalist 
system have been steadily shrinking and its positions have 
grown weaker. 

At the same time, in keeping with the dialectics of the 
present period, the rapidly advancing scientific and tech- 
nological revolution and the far-reaching shifts it has 
brought about have emphasised how important it is that 
there is peaceful coexistence between the two social sys- 
tems. The advance of the scientific and technological 
revolution has worked a radical change in military tech- 
nology which, in turn, altered the entire issue of war and 
peace. The course of history has created a situation in 
which all of us can either live on the planet together or 
perish together. Today there is no alternative whatever to 
peaceful coexistence. 

It is impossible either to change or revise history. You 
cannot arbitrarily remove individual pages from it and 
replace them with others. The Yalta Conference helped 
elaborate in depth an outstanding political and politico- 
philosophical idea of the present day, namely the principles 
governing international relations in modern times and the 
ways of implementing policies of peaceful coexistence. The 
historical experience accumulated in the development of 
relations between states belonging to different social sys- 
tems is of tremendous importance. Yalta and Potsdam were 
at the source of this experience. It was precisely the 
Moscow, Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam Conferences that 
began to pave the way to Helsinki. Yalta has demonstrated 
the great opportunities open to all mankind, the opportu- 
nities created by understanding between the great powers, 
and in fact between all states belonging to the two social 
systems. Recognition of common interests and reasonable 
approaches are the path which was opened up at Yalta. It 
is the only correct path today. 

The final documents adopted at Yalta — the "Declara- 
tion on Liberated Europe" and "Unity for Peace as for 
War" — actually devised a new "model" of peaceful re- 
lations which best met the objective requirements of world 
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development. Revision of the Yalta agreements is funda- 
mentally destructive and harmful as are confrontation and 
the new round of the arms race which has been initiated by 
the more conservative imperialist circles. Moreover the 

disaster raCe threatens the world with universal 

tr ™ e P rese '? t situation is very complicated, con- 

tradictory and dangerous. The requirements of political 
development, however, compel imperialism to agree to 
oexistence and negotiations with the socialist world the 
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HISTORIC IMPORTANCE OF THE 1945 
CRIMEAN (YALTA) CONFERENCE 


The symposium of Soviet historians at Yalta is held in 
pursuit of a CPSU Central Committee Decision "On the 
Fortieth Anniversary of the Soviet People's Victory in the 
Great Patriotic War, 1 941 -1945". This decision determined 
the political importance of the event and the measure of 
Party, scientific and patriotic responsibility on the part of its 
participants. 

Soviet scientists and scholars have made and are con- 
tinuing to make individual or collective contributions to 
this highly important undertaking, namely the study and 
comprehension of the most difficult years in Soviet history, 
the hardest trial ever experienced by our people. The 
defence of the socialist homeland during the Great 
Patriotic War and the Soviet Union's accomplishment of its 
historic mission in the mid-20th century (that of saving all 
humanity from Nazi slavery) made it necessary for the 
people to strain every effort and make unprecedented 
sacrifices. 

Several generations of Soviet people sustained irrepar- 
able losses. The war took a prohibitive toll of human life: 
twenty million sons and daughters of the Soviet people 
gave their lives for their country. Three million Soviet 
Communists were among those who never returned home. 
The war deprived the country of an enormous part of its 
national wealth and resources. The memory of the war, of 
those who fell and others who endured the ordeal has been 
forever imprinted upon the Soviet people's civic and polit- 
ical consciousness. This eternal memory coupled with an 
understanding of the terrible nature of war, an understand- 
ing acquired through unbearable suffering, constitutes a 
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mighty material force, one of the motive forces behind the 
Communist Party's fight for peace and security in the 
present nuclear age. 

In world history there is no feat equal to that of the 
USSR during the trials of the war. It was the Soviet Union 
that saved world civilisation, that rescued it from the 
horrors of tyranny and slavery which Nazi Germany, mili- 
tarist Japan and their myrmidons were eager to force on 
humanity. 

The unique history of the hard struggle which our 
people have waged over the centuries for security is well 
known. They fought for more than their own security. Time 
and again Russia would stem the flood of invaders, both 
from Europe and Asia, to defend the very centres of 
civilisation. But the victory the Soviet people scored in the 
Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945 was of exceptional 
importance. The Communist Party fused the heroism of the 
Soviet people with the might of the world's greatest and 
most advanced social system. The victory won in 1 945 was 
not only of a military-political, but also of a social charac- 
ter. This was very much a victory of a socialist state. It 
revealed the exceptional viability of socialism, its super- 
iority over capitalism under all, including the most extreme 
conditions. 

The victory of the Soviet people and their Communist 
Party in the Great Patriotic War prevented imperialism from 
altering the nature of the present period, namely the period 
of transition from capitalism to socialism. On the contrary, 
this tendency which embodies the fundamental social 
process of the century has become more marked and was 
reflected in the results of the Yalta and Potsdam 
Conferences. 

The Yalta Conference of 1 945 added up to international 
recognition of a radical change in the balance of forces in 
turope and the rest of the world as a result of the Soviet 
people s victory in the war. It also signified that the leading 
powers of the opposite social system recognised the trans- 
formation of the USSR into a world power— a fact of 
fundamental importance. Here is a general appraisal made 
by US military specialists in August 1944, which was 
reaffirmed in their recommendations to the US Department 
of State on the eve of the Yalta Conference. 

The successful termination of the war against our 
present enemies will find a world profoundly changed in 
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respect of relative national military strengths, a change 
more comparable indeed with that occasioned by the fall of 
Rome than with any other change occurring during the 
succeeding fifteen hundred years. This is a fact of funda- 
mental importance in its bearing upon future international 
political settlements and all discussions leading thereto... 

"After the defeat of Japan, the United States and the 
Soviet Union will be the only military powers of the first 
magnitude. This is due in each case to a combination of 
geographical position and extent, and vast munitioning 
potential.” 1 

In broad political terms the results of the Yalta 
Conference mean the recognition (forced recognition on 
the part of the West!) of the great feat the Soviet people 
performed in the rout of fascism. 

According to the laws of his profession the historian 
should start his research with an appraisal of the docu- 
ments at hand. He must establish exactly what he knows 
about one historical reality or another, what proof he has 
and how precise his knowledge is. As far as the history of 
the Great Patriotic War and, in particular, the Yalta 
Conference are concerned, it would be fair to say that we 
know a good deal. 

Today the documentary elucidation of the military- 
political history of the Great Patriotic War has basically 
been completed. Moreover, no other period in the history 
of the USSR's foreign policy has been covered so fully by 
documentary sources as this one. This, of course, is true of 
the materials on the Yalta Conference too. 

The documentary publications prepared by the Soviet 
Foreign Ministry under the supervision of Andrei Gromyko, 
D.Sc. (Economics), Lenin and USSR State Prize winner, 
played a major part in the creation and expansion of the 
documentary heritage on the history of Soviet foreign 
policy during the war and in disseminating this heritage. 

The most important publications are the six-volume 
edition of "The Soviet Union at International Conferences 
During the Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945 ", the six- 
volume edition of diplomatic documents on the USSR's 
relations with the USA, Great Britain and France during the 
Great Patriotic War of 1 941 -1 945 and, of course, the two- 


1 Maurice Matloff, Strategy Planning for Coalition Warfare. 1943- 
1944, Office of the Chief of Military History. Department of the Army, 
Washington, 1959, p. 523. 
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volume edition of "Correspondence Between the Chairman 
of the Council of Ministers of the USSR and the Presidents 
of the USA and the Prime Ministers of Great Britain During 
the Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945". On the whole the 
Soviet Foreign Ministry has published close to 20 volumes 
of diplomatic documents covering the period of the 
Second World War. 

Most of the documents have been made available to 
scientists and scholars for the first time. For instance, many 
of the transcripts of conversations between the Soviet 
leaders and leading Western statesmen of the anti-Hitler 
coalition have been published for the first time. Of course, 
the most important are the materials reflecting the leading 
role of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and its 
Central Committee in the planning and implementation of 
Soviet foreign policy. 

The coverage of the diplomatic history of the Great 
Patriotic War in documents, particularly of its culminating 
moments, such as the Yalta Conference, is helping science 
and political practice in the understanding of the USSR's 
international experience. 

The Yalta Conference in the history of Soviet foreign 
policy is a brilliant page over which time and changing 
conditions have no power. No falsifiers can rewrite it. 

Take such questions of fundamental importance as the 
radical change in the balance of world forces which was 
reflected in the Yalta and subsequently in the Potsdam 
decisions and the transformation of the Soviet Union into a 
world power. These developments are inseparable from the 
content and nature of Soviet foreign policy in the context 
of its tremendously growing military and political might 
and moral prestige. This leads us to the question, how did 
the USSR take advantage of the new historical situation 
which took shape in the world in the mid-1 940s as a result 
of the great victories it had scored? 

This is a question of outstanding importance. The 
period from Yalta to Potsdam was actually the beginning of 
the history of the socialist world’s postwar foreign policy, 
and the history of the international activities of the USSR 
as a great power. It is a fact that ever since then the 
enemies of the Soviet state have tried to substantiate their 
anti-Soviet policies with myths about the USSR's "ag- 
gressiveness , Soviet expansionism", and the "Soviet mil- 
itary threat . That is why the most important element of 
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Yalta's historical heritage is so invaluable today. The USSR 
flatly and unconditionally renounced a policy which the 
imperialist powers normally choose when, as a result of 
certain historical circumstances, they acquire unusually 
great international opportunities. Whereas imperialist 
powers vie for expansion and diktat and seek to impose 
their will onto other countries, such political thinking and 
practices are totally alien to the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union. Such policies have always been contrary to 
the nature of socialism, to the Leninist principles which 
govern the Soviet Union's foreign policy and the concept 
of peaceful coexistence. And the Yalta Conference is a 
vivid illustration of this. 

The Conference strikingly demonstrated the social 
superiority of the profound humanism inherent in the 
socialist social system. It showed the readiness of socialism 
to use its increased might to tilt the scale in favour of 
peace. The Conference further showed the willingness of 
socialism to step up its efforts in working for the irrever- 
sible restructuring of international relations on a just basis, 
above all on the principle of equality. 

What was the military-political situation that took shape 
in the world on the eve of the Yalta Conference? What did 
its Western partners in the anti- Hitler coalition expect of 
the USSR? What were they afraid of when they appraised 
the Soviet Union according to the standards of imperialist 
politics? 

Though victory was then in sight, it was necessary to 
make the final effort in order to strike the last blows at Nazi 
Germany and then at militarist Japan — the Asian hotbed of 
imperialist reaction, to finish off the enemy. The German 
army had a total strength of more than five million officers 
and men on all battlefronts. The most battleworthy for- 
mations, numbering close to 3.7 million officers and men, 
were concentrated on the Soviet-German front 1 . 

However, the Soviet Armed Forces proceeded to crush 
the enemy on his own territory. They were confidently 
liberating the peoples of Europe. The People's Liberation 
Army of Yugoslavia, the units and formations organised on 
Soviet territory by the patriotic forces of Poland, 
Czechoslovakia and Rumania were fighting side by side 


1 History of the Second World War. 1939-1945. Vol 10, Moscow, 
1979, pp. 35-37. 
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with the Soviet armies which compelled one satellite 
country after another to withdraw from the war on 
Germany's side. The first to do so was Rumania, then 
Finland, Bulgaria and Hungary. The Soviet forces de- 
termined all the key developments in the European theatre 
of operations. Early in 1945, the Soviet Armed Forces, in 
compliance with a request from its Western Allies — the 
USA and Great Britain — went onto the offensive on all 
battlefronts from the Carpathians to the Baltic. This action 1 
saved the Western Allies from military disaster after the 
Nazis effected a breakthrough of the Western front in the 
Ardennes. 

It must be repeated that when the Yalta Conference 
opened the Soviet forces were only 60 kilometres from 
Berlin. The large East Prussian force had been cut off from 
the Wehrmacht. Poland had been practically liberated. And 
the enemy had been driven out of a large part of 
Czechoslovakia. Nazi Germany had no allies in Europe. The 
last of its allies — Hungary — had already withdrawn from 
the war on Germany's side. 

Such were the historical realities on the threshold of the 
Yalta Conference. There is a need to draw these facts to the 
attention of the anti-Soviet reactionaries of all kinds who 
are eager to ascribe "imperialist intentions" to the Soviet 
Union and to accuse it of "expansionism". It would be 
appropriate to draw their attention to these developments 
in the context of a question formulated by Andrei 
Gromyko: 

What could the Soviet Union have done after Nazi 
Germany had already been defeated? What frontiers could 
the mighty wave of Soviet armies have reached once they 
had crushed the Nazi war machine, if the USSR had not 
been faithful to its Allied commitments?" 1 

Indeed, this question gave no peace to the Soviet 
Union s Western Allies. There is a wealth of evidence to 
confirm this. Shortly before the Yalta Conference Anthony 
Eden, the British Foreign Secretary, remarked that "the 
Russians would be wanting a good many things, that we 
had not very much to offer them, but that we required a 
great deal from them. He felt, therefore, that we ought to 
arrange to put together all the things we wanted against 


1 A. A. Gromyko. Pursuing a Leninist Course of Peace. Selected 
Speeches and Articles, 1 984, p. 541 . 
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what we had to give. This would apply to the Far East 
also." 1 

And here are a few ideas put forward by Lisle Rose, a 
US researcher. He writes: 

"He [Stalin] could have laid a series of Diktats on the 
conference table regarding Eastern Europe, he could have 
refused to discuss plans for entry into the war against 
Japan, refused to discuss reparations, and claimed any- 
thing he wished as booty. A look at the map and the Red 
Army's positions would have shown any reasonably well- 
informed citizen in the West in February 1945 that Stalin 
had no need to bind himself to commitments or ties with 
the Grand Alliance. But the marshal had made commit- 
ments; he had desired continuation of the Grand 
Alliance." 2 

A socialist state was a partner of the Western countries, 
and it was organically free of imperialist temptations. It 
harboured no thoughts about destroying the anti -Hitler 
coalition for its own selfish ends. Soviet diplomacy at Yalta 
was a vivid example of the USSR's irreproachable fidelity 
to its international commitments, to its principled, honest 
policy. 

Like the other international conferences in which the 
member countries of the anti-Hitler coalition participated, 
the Yalta Conference revealed the USSR's lasting interest 
in the promotion of peaceful cooperation between coun- 
tries with different social systems. 

The Crimean and later the Potsdam Conferences have 
gone down in the history of world diplomacy as an un- 
precedented example of effective cooperation between 
states belonging to different social systems, an unprece- 
dented example of cooperation under the most difficult and 
extreme international conditions. And the main credit for 
this achievement goes to the Soviet Union. The Yalta 
Conference has shown that even in such conditions it is 
possible to search for and find agreed solutions to key 
international problems, and to surmount serious difficulties 
which stand in the way. And there were certainly plenty of 
difficulties at Yalta. 

During the entire period of the Great Patriotic War the 


1 Foreign Relations of the United States . Diplomatic Papers. The 
Conferences at Malta and Yalta. 1945, Washington, 1955, p. 501. 

2 Lisle A. Rose, After Yalta. Charles Scribner's Sons, New York, 1 973, 
pp. 25-26. 


CPSU and the Soviet government made deliberate efforts 
to form and strengthen the anti-Hitler coalition, to over- 
come the differences within the coalition, to administer a 
firm rebuff to any anti-Soviet moves on the part of the 
USSR's Western partners. And it was this that paved the 
way for Yalta's success as an example of the policy of 
jt peaceful coexistence. In pursuing this line Soviet dip- 
lomacy was guided by Lenin's proposition about it being 
possible to reach "...military agreements with one of the 
imperialist coalitions against the other in those cases in 
which such an agreement could, without undermining the 
basis of Soviet power, strengthen its position and paralyse 
the attacks by any imperialist power..." 1 

The historic importance of the Yalta Conference was, of 
course, largely determined by the scope, nature and depth 
of the decisions it adopted. The history of world politics 
will offer very few examples when questions of such 
fundamental importance were resolved so effectively in 
such a short time. 

It would be appropriate to mention the basic political 
results of the Conference. What was particularly important 
was that these results were mainly assured through the 
USSR s constructive efforts. They were achieved precisely 
because the Soviet Union was doing its utmost to promote 
cooperation between the powers of the anti-Hitler 
coalition. It upheld and vigorously defended the right of 
an< ^ ^ s,an states and peoples to independent 
and democratic development. Generally speaking, at Yalta 
and later at Potsdam the USSR, in pursuit of its foreign 
policy, put forward an unambiguous, detailed and really 
ambitious programme for the restructuring of postwar 
international relations on the principles of justice and 
equality. 

Yalta s military decisions on Europe were above all 
designed to bring about the quickest possible end to the 

moor 6 !. of the heads of government of the 

USSR, the USA and Great Britain declared: "We have 
considered and determined the military plans of the three 
Allied powers for the final defeat of the common enemy 
...The timing, scope and coordination of new and even 
more powerful blows to be launched by our armies and air 


' V. I. Lenin, Collected Works. Vol. 27, p. 361 . 
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forces into the heart of Germany from the East, West, North 
and South have been fully agreed and planned in detail." 1 

Further. The key political question concerned the 
way the Allies were to treat Germany after its defeat, i.e. the 
question of Germany’s future. Here the agreements on 
bringing about Germany’s unconditional surrender were to 
play a pivotal role. This also applied to an agreement on a 
policy towards defeated Germany, based on its democrati- 
sation and demilitarisation. Questions of principle were 
being resolved. These concerned the nature of the supreme 
authority on German territory and on the division of 
Germany into zones of occupation by the victorious 
powers. 

At this point it is necessary to turn briefly to the French 
question. It should be pointed out that Soviet efforts and 
the lines along which Soviet- French relations developed, 
for example, the conclusion of a Soviet-French treaty of 
friendship and mutual assistance on December 10, 1944, 
compelled Washington and London to abandon their 
earlier policy of imposing limitations on the role to be 
played by France. At Yalta it was agreed that France would 
take part in the exercise of supreme authority on German 
territory. Provision was made for assigning an occupation 
zone for France. This was a sign of recognition of France's 
role in the war against Nazi Germany, a major step towards 
restoring its prewar political status as a great world power. 

Yalta proclaimed and then Potsdam reaffirmed the su- 
preme political aim pursued by the member states of the 
anti-Hitler coalition in relation to Germany. The aim was to 
destroy German militarism and Nazism and to establish 
guarantees that would prevent Germany once and for all 
from disturbing the peace. The proclamation of this aim 
was of paramount importance. It laid down the funda- 
mental theses which even today constitute the departure 
point in fighting the militarist plans and revenge-seeking 
ambitions in West Germany. 

The Yalta Conference paved the way for the develop- 
ment of a free and independent Polish state. In this con- 
nection some Polish scholars write: 

The formation of the Provisional Government of 
National Unity and its recognition by all members of the 
anti-Hitler coalition was of immense political importance. It' 


1 Foreign Relations of the United States..., pp. 969-970. 
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signified that the Allied great powers let the Poles handle 
Polish problems and guaranteed Poland the right to take 
part in tackling international problems."’ 

The Conference determined many vital territorial re- 
alities in Central and Eastern Europe. It would be difficult 
to overestimate the significance of this particular set of 
decisions. Andrei Gromyko pointed out: 

"European security has many components. But the 
main one is the inviolability of European borders, as they 
were defined and consolidated in Yalta and Potsdam, in 
the treaties signed by the socialist countries with the 
Federal Republic of Germany." 

Thus the decisions of the Yalta Conference concerning 
Europe actually contributed to the laying of an inter- 
national legal foundation for a postwar peace settlement 
on the European continent. Andrei Gromyko further wrote: 
"A sound foundation for durable peace in Europe was 
built after the Second World War. We are referring to the 
Yalta and Potsdam agreements. Their entire contents were 
projected not so much into the past, as into the future, and 
were aimed at a just and reliable postwar arrangement." 

This was the foundation on which the bridge to inter- 
national relations in Europe was being built for the present 
period: from Yalta to Potsdam in 1 945 — to the treaties in 
Moscow, Berlin, Warsaw and Prague in the 1970s — and 
then to the Final Act in Helsinki in 1975. 

The Yalta Conference actually predetermined the fate of 
the second seat of aggression in the imperialist world. The 
participants finally resolved the question on the joint armed 
struggle against Japanese militarism. Yalta set the deadline 
for the USSR's entry into the war in the Far East. 

Soviet diplomacy got the Western partners to agree on 
the important provisions with regard to international law 
and the political realities in East Asia. These were, first, 
preserving the status quo of the Mongolian People's 
Republic. Second, reinstatement to the USSR of Russia's 
rights which Japan had violated by launching a treacher- 
ous attack on it in 1 904. This, in particular, included the 
return to the USSR of the southern part of Sakhalin Island 
with the adjacent islands. Third, the transfer of the Kuriles 
to the Soviet Union. 


1 B. Rychlowski, The Yalta Conference and Today. International 
Affairs, July 1 984. 
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Here too, in the case of the Far East, the Yalta 
Conference largely determined the basis for the existing 
status quo in the region. This is still another inalienable and 
highly important component of the Yalta heritage. 

Documents, eyewitness accounts, research done by 
Soviet and progressive historians from other countries, and 
retrospective analysis have convincingly shown that the 
Yalta chapter of Soviet foreign policy was based on a 
profound Marxist-Leninist understanding of the changes in 
the balance of world forces. They also revealed that the 
USSR had taken due account of the ascending tendencies 
in international relations. This was a deliberate struggle for 
standards in international relations which should play a 
decisive role today. 

At the Yalta Conference the Soviet Union was guided 
by these standards in its approach to a whole range of 
problems that determined the outcome of the Second 
World War and the postwar settlement. The Soviet pro- 
gramme of struggle for the constructive restructuring of 
international relations was based on these standards. It was 
intended to build interstate relations on the principles of 
equality, without damaging the security, sovereignty or 
national dignity of any party. It was vital to reach an 
understanding of the fact that the security of each state 
was inseparable from the security of all other states. This 
reveals the direct link between the Yalta heritage of Soviet 
foreign policy and the policy of the CPSU at the present 
stage. 

In the history of politics the Yalta conference is more 
than the minutes of meetings, political struggle and highly 
important international decisions. Personalities also played 
a part at Yalta. In other words, the Conference embraces 
the subjective side too, which is by no means unimportant. 
The success of the Conference directly depended on the 
monumental efforts made by the Soviet representatives, 
their strength, experience and knowledge, their perspi- 
cacity, and wise statesmanship. From the professional 
point of view the Conference was an exercise in the most 
complicated multilateral diplomacy compressed into a very 
short time, an exercise in diplomacy at all levels, especially 
the top level. The Conference was distinguished for the 
large number of big problems it tackled, for the different 
approaches the sides exhibited in solving many of them. 
This called for profound, balanced and at the same time 
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rapid comprehension of the questions that arose. This also 
demanded a clear and appropriate response on the part of 
the Soviet representatives, on their making full use of the 
entire wealth of Marxist-Leninist knowledge on military, 
pol'tical and social processes developing in the decisive 
months of the great war. 

The Soviet delegation, which was headed by Joseph 
Stalin, Chairman of the USSR Council of People's 
Commissars, included the chief executives of the People's 
Commissariat for Foreign Affairs, top officers of the 
General Staff of the Red Army, the Navy and the Air Force, 
the Soviet Ambassador to the United States (Andrei 
Gromyko) and the Soviet Ambassador to Britain (Fyodor 
Gusev). 

I wish to say a few words about Joseph Stalin, leader of 
the Soviet delegation, who bore the greatest weight of 
responsibility which the Communist Party and the country 
had placed on his shoulders. The appraisals of Joseph 
Stalin's work in the military sphere during the Great 
Patriotic War are well known. In their memoirs top Soviet 
military leaders who worked directly under him gave their 
views on the matter. Here is what Marshal of the Soviet 
Union Georgi Zhukov wrote: 

"In guiding the armed struggle as a whole, Stalin was 
assisted by his natural intelligence, experience in political 
leadership, profound intuition, and extensive knowledge... 

"The Supreme Commander-in-Chief did prove himself 
to be an outstanding organiser. It would be unfair if we 
failed to pay tribute to him for it." 1 

What Marshal Zhukov wrote fully applies to Stalin's 
work in the field of international relations. The results of 
the Yalta Conference revealed Stalin’s outstanding diplo- 
matic abilities, his firm, principled stand and, at the same 
time, his flexibility (when necessary) in defending the 
homeland's strategic interests. No wonder the Western 
leaders of the anti- Hitler coalition regarded Stalin as a 
formidable opponent whenever attempts were made to 
damage the USSR's interests, and, at the same time, as a 
reliable partner who would never go back on his word if it 
was a matter of adopting decisions based on equality and 


1 G. K. Zhukov, Recollections and Reflections. Moscow. 1978, Vol. 1, 
pp. 308. 310. 


mutual interests and if these decisions helped improve the 
USSR's international position. 

The outcome of the Yalta Conference caused the 
Western participants to comprehend the new balance of 
world forces, to appreciate the need to take into serious 
consideration the interests of the Soviet Union and its 
principled stand on rendering support to progressive polit- 
ical forces and movements. The increased might of the 
Soviet Union was a decisive factor contributing to the 
realistic tendency in the policies of its Western Allies. 

The principle of equality of the participating parties 
prevailed at the Yalta Conference. No great power claimed 
the "right" to force its view on any of the other powers. As 
far as the USSR is concerned, it regarded then and still 
regards this approach as an axiom of fruitful politics. The 
Western powers, on the other hand, regarded this as a new 
phenomenon. President Roosevelt admitted: 

"The United States will not always have its way one 
hundred per cent — nor will Russia, or Great Britain.'' 1 

And this was Winston Churchill's assessment of the 
Yalta Conference: 

"No previous meeting has shown so clearly the results 
which can be achieved when the three heads of 
Government meet together with the firm intention to face 
difficulties and solve them." 2 

Many years later Averell Harriman, the US Ambassador 
to the USSR, who took part in the work of the Yalta 
Conference, confirmed a well-known appraisal made by 
President Roosevelt in his address to US Congress on 
March 1, 1945. The US President then emphasised the 
unprecedented Allied unity in the settlement both of mil- 
itary and peace-related matters. He said: 

"We argued freely and frankly across the table. But at v 
the end, on every point, unanimous agreement was 
reached. And more important even than the agreement of 
words, I may say we achieved a unity of thought and a way 
of getting along together." 3 


1 Nothing to Fear. The Selected Addresses of Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt. 1932-1945, London, 1947, p. 449. 

2 Correspondence Between the Chairman of the Council of Ministers 
of the USSR and the Presidents of the USA and Prime Ministers of Great 
Britain During the Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945, Vol. 1, Progress 
Publishers, Moscow, 1977, p. 305. 

3 Nothing to Fear. The Selected Addresses of Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt. 1932-1945, London, 1947, p. 443. 
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The arguments put forward by reactionary imperialist 
circles who oppose the Yalta decisions, and have done so 
virtually since the moment the Conference was over, hardly 
tally with the statements of these Western leaders. These 
circles continue to harp on the false thesis that the seeds 
for the future differences and confrontation between the 
Western member powers of the anti- Hitler coalition and 
the USSR were sown by the above decisions. 

This is a blatant falsification of history. It was not the 
Yalta decisions that were the source of worsening relations 
between the former Allies. The Yalta and later the Potsdam 
decisions were guiding international relations onto the 
path of constructive cooperation based on principles of 
equality. They were intended to consolidate relations on 
the principles of peaceful coexistence and cooperation that 
had existed during the war. And sober-minded Western 
. leaders were well aware of this. According to President 
Roosevelt, the Crimean Conference spelled "the end of the 
< system of unilateral action and exclusive alliances and 
spheres of influence and balances of power and all the 
j other expedients which have been tried for centuries — and 
' have failed." 1 

This was the very thing the political forces in the West 
feared most of all, i.e. those political circles that were eager 
to cast off all the restraints which the policy of peaceful 
coexistence inevitably imposed on them. And the basic 
principles of peaceful coexistence, namely equality and 
mutual advantage, certainly imposed restrictions on the 
policy of force, diktat and hegemony. 

The cold war policy launched by the imperialist re- 
actionaries in the latter half of the 1 940s precisely implied 
the existence of a system of "unilateral action" and "ex- 
clusive alliances" to secure superiority over socialism. And, 
of course, this also meant attempts to revise the results of 
the war and abolish the change in the balance of world 
forces that had determined the success of the Yalta 
Conference. Basically, this policy, for instance in the case 
of the USA, has remained unchanged for the entire post- 
war period, except for a somewhat active period of detente 
in the 1 970s. It is obvious that the letter and spirit of Yalta 
are in glaring contradiction with such a policy. 


1 Nothing to Fear. The Selected Addresses of Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt. 1932- 1945. London, 1 947, p. 453. 
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This is precisely the reason for the sharp attacks on the 
decisions adopted by the Crimean Conference. At the same 
time, the persistent nature of these onslaughts over a long 
period, the bitter political hatred for Yalta on the part of the 
Western reactionaries obviously reflect the powerful impact 
Yalta has exercised on world politics over the last few 
decades. This also shows that the foundation which Yalta 
laid for the development of interstate relations is histori- 
cally sound. This also proves that the Yalta Conference 
continues to be a political height which offers a view of the 
horizons of future relations between states with different 
social systems, rather than one of a panorama of the 
forgotten past. 

Mention must be made of the thesis about the "split" of 
Europe, which has been widely circulated in the West. It is 
claimed that the Crimean Conference is to blame for this. 
This is obviously a case of playing with concepts and a 
shameless manipulation of the facts. Western authors have 
made unfounded reference to an "act" of voluntarist "divi- 
sion" of Europe into "spheres of influence” as worked out 
by the Big Three leaders of the anti-Hitler coalition. 
The purpose of these allegations is to avoid recognition 
of a most important and inevitable historical process, 
namely the growth of socialism beyond the bounds of a 
single state, the establishment and development of socia- 
list countries in Eastern Europe and the considerable con- 
traction of the sphere under the influence of world 
capitalism. 

But it was not the Crimean Conference that had 
sparked off this process. The Conference only reflected 
(and could not have failed to do so) its objective historical 
continuation. It is worth noting that the British Public 
Record Office produced a reference note on "Yalta and the 
Division of Europe" dated April 1 983. It had actually been 
prepared by the Foreign Office in connection with the 
events in Poland. In a reply to the question as to whether 
the decisions of the Yalta Conference were the cause of the 
division of Europe, the note stated that the division of 
Europe "existed before and after Yalta but was not de- 
termined by it". 1 (The term "division" is apparently being 
used today to denote the existence of different social 
systems on the continent). 


' Public Record Office, Foreign Office. 972/80, p. 7. 
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Concerning attempts to divide Europe, to break it up or 
to apply anti-democratic methods to the structure of inter- 
national relations in Europe in the context of the Crimean 
Conference, it would be fair to point out which party made 
such attempts. Was it not the USA and Great Britain that 
proposed the forceful dismemberment of Germany into 
several small states practically in keeping with the 19th 
century pattern? And was it not the Soviet Union that 
prevented the realisation of these plans? Was it not the 
USA and Great Britain that wanted to keep France in the 
status of a second rate power as long as possible? And was 
it not the Soviet Union that persistently worked to reinstate 
—-^France in the status that corresponded to its international 
role and national dignity? And which country was eager to 
put in power in Poland the London -based government- in- 
exile, a government that did not enjoy majority support in 
Poland? And who prevented this? 

The falsifiers of history do not have a leg to stand on 
when they try to accuse Soviet diplomacy at the Yalta 
Conference of dividing" Europe and of "disorganising" 
international relations on the continent. The facts testify to 
the contrary. 

The questions discussed at Yalta were of an acute and 
difficult nature. And this, besides all else, points to the 
difficulties Soviet foreign policy encountered at the 
Crimean Conference in its efforts to build a sound found- 
ation for peace in Europe. One can also see the difficulties 
which had been surmounted. 

The title of the final document, "Unity for Peace as for 
War reflected the political tendency that prevailed at Yalta 
and the very spirit of the Conference. The Big Three leaders 
actually assumed the commitment to maintain and expand 
in time of peace the cooperation that was typical of the war 
period. The document said in part: 

“Only with continuing and growing cooperation and 
understanding among our three countries and among all 
the peace-loving nations can the highest aspiration of 
humanity be realised — a secure and lasting peace..." 

. \T^V s , was P rec ' se ly the main political idea, the essence 
of Yalta s historical heritage. The USSR and its allies have 
been persistently working for the implementation of this 
idea in world politics. It was precisely this idea that de- 
termined the progress made along the path of detente. An 
understanding of this idea by our Western partners was an 
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important precondition for the effective development of 
this process. 

The historic decisions at Yalta have shown that there is 
now no alternative to peaceful coexistence particularly in 
this present troubled and dangerous phase of world pol- 
itics. Today, therefore, the USSR and the other countries 
of the socialist community are being guided by the deci- 
sions made at Yalta. 

The unfading importance of the Crimean Conference 
stems from the fact that its decisions laid an international 
legal foundation for a postwar peace settlement. Another 
important point is that these decisions were reached on the 
basis of agreement and mutual advantage, and this made 
them an example of the policy of peaceful coexistence. 
Finally, the historic significance of Yalta stems from the fact ’ 
that its decisions formed a line of departure for a prolonged ' 
and painful, though the only sound, process in inter- 1 
national relations, namely their restructuring on a just and < 
democratic basis, on the principles of equality and mutual 1 
advantage. The main purpose of this process is to * 
strengthen world security and universal peace, to reduce \ 
and then eliminate the threat of war. 

The process of restructuring international relations, in- 
itiated at Yalta, was later disrupted by the imperialist cold 
war policy. However, in the 1 970s the USSR and the other 
members of the socialist community did a great deal to 
place international relations onto the path of detente. At 
present they are continuing to step up their efforts to 
restore detente. It is this that forms the unbreakable link in 
time between the 1 945 Crimean Conference and today's 
international realities. 
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THE YALTA CONFERENCE AND THE 
GERMAN PROBLEM 


The question of Germany's postwar settlement naturally 
took priority at the Yalta Conference. 

If one looks at this question in the historical context, 
one cannot but be aware of the important fact that, starting 
from the end of 1943, when the European Advisory 
Commission began to function, i.e. prior to the Yalta 
Conference, the defeat of Nazism figured prominently as an 
absolute imperative in the policies of the anti-Hitler 
coalition powers. There was no room for doubt concerning 
the downfall of Nazism. After the victorious battles of 
Stalingrad and Kursk, which had certainly turned the tide 
of the Second World War, the Third Reich was increasingly 
referred to in the past tense. 

This confidence in the victory over Nazi Germany, at a 
time when fierce battles were still being fought, was 
directly attributable, first, to the strength of the Soviet 
Union which had already demonstrated its ability to crush 
Nazi Germany, and second, to the extensive cooperation 
between the member-states of the anti-Hitler coalition. 

After Stalingrad and Kursk, the Soviet Union had as- 
sumed a new role in world history and politics. This new 
role was generally recognised, and it was already clear on 
the eve of the Yalta Conference that it would lead to a 
cardinal re-alignment of forces in the world and radical 
changes in Germany's future. 

The Yalta Conference marked a major turning point in 
German, European and world history. Like the Potsdam 
Conference, it ended a long stage in German history 
and opened up entirely new prospects for the country's 
future. 
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The most important issues concerning Germany's past, 
present and future were bound up tightly and resolved in 
Yalta. 

One may wonder what Germany’s past has to do with 
it. The point is that the Yalta and Potsdam Conferences 
summed up to a certain extent the results of Germany's 
historical development from the end of the 1 9th century up 
to 1945. Starting from the establishment of the Second 
Reich, the forces of progress and reaction had been in a 
state of sharp confrontation, conservative and counter- 
revolutionary tendencies rooted in the past were gaining 
the upper hand all too often and ultimately resulted in a 
Nazi takeover in 1933. G. Ritter, a well-known West 
German historian and philosopher, wrote after the war: 
"Something must be missing in our political life or at least 
must be dangerous, otherwise we would not have slid into 
an abyss and suffered catastrophe so often and so funda- 
mentally each time." 1 That "something" was conservatism 
which the internal forces of progress and democracy 
proved unable to overcome at critical points in German 
history. 

The Yalta and Potsdam Conferences were to underline 
this cataclysmic development in German history which cost 
mankind more than 60 million lives, all of which were lost 
during two world wars. This landed Germany in a situation 
which, after May 9, 1945, many Germans referred to as 
"zero hour". 

With regard to the present, it was obvious that at that 
point in German history questions concerning the country's 
future were of paramount importance. Germany had to rid 
itself of the scourge of Nazism during the war but failed to 
do so, despite its setbacks and the internal resistance. 
Logic dictated the only alternative, that of unconditional 
surrender. This outcome was predetermined: Nazism had 
signed its own death warrant. Only unconditional sur- 
render would open up fresh opportunities for democratic 
development on German soil. 

The accords achieved in Yalta nipped in the bud the 
final stratagems of the Nazi ringleaders who sought to pit 
the Allies against one another and, by siding with the West, 
come out unscathed and, what is more, resume their 


1 G. Ritter, Geschichte a/s Bildungsmacht. Ein Beitrag zur historisch - 
politischen Neubesinnung, Stuttgart, 1 946, p. 33. 
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campaign against the East jointly, insane as this idea 
seemed. Well, madness born of despair at the thought of an 
imminent fall gives way to fantasies of this kind. They 
continued to be entertained by those hiding in the 
"Fuhrerbunker" until April 30, 1945, when Hitler commit- 
ted suicide. 

Of course, the clamour raised by the Gobbels propa- 
ganda machine that the demand for unconditional sur- 
render must only intensify the level of resistance did not 
impress anyone. Nor did it change anything — the fate of 
the Third Reich was already sealed. 

Another question concerned the future social and po- 
litical set-up in Germany. 

Three key ideas underlay the Allied decisions on this 
matter. 

The first was to provide safeguards against Germany's 
disturbing the peace again. This idea reflected the ex- 
perience of practically the entire first half of the 20th 
century with its two world wars, the experience of the 
generation to which the statesmen assembled in Yalta 
belonged. The leaders of the three Allied powers were 
determined never to allow the tragic events of the past to 
be repeated. 

The second was to eradicate German militarism and 
the Nazi general staff — a state within the state, which had 
had such a pernicious influence on German society. The 
assertions made by some modern historians that in Yalta 
and Potsdam the Soviet Union was spearheading its efforts 
against Germany in general, that is, against the German 
people, and was out "to get the whole of Germany", 1 are 
absurd. What the Soviet Union actually wanted was to 
eradicate Nazism and militarism and to create conditions 
for Germany's democratic development. 

The third idea was to bring about the denazification of 
Germany, mete out just and swift punishment to war 
criminals and have the Nazi party wiped off the face of the 
earth together with Nazi laws, organisations and 
institutions. 

These ideas lay at the basis of the decisions made at 
Yalta which called for disarmament, demilitarisation, de- 
nazification and democratisation. This four-point formula 
was to break the vicious circle in which German social 


1 E. Nolte, Deutschland und der Kalte Krieg, Munchen, 1974, p. 185. 
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thought had revolved throughout the 20th century with the 
exception of some very brief periods and which neither the 
defeat in the First World War in 1918, nor the German 
revolution, nor the Weimar Republic were able to destroy. 

It was only victory won by the coalition powers that could 
put an end to Nazi militarism and open up prospects for 
democratic development. This meant liberation from with- 
out, with the help of democratic forces at home which, 
although weak and small in number, lived on and con- 
tinued the struggle. 

The Soviet Union's efforts and the spirit of cooperation 
allowed the participants in the Yalta Conference, without 
much friction, to formulate provisions on zones of occup- 
ation and the administration of Greater Berlin, to reach 
agreement on the control mechanism, and to decide that 
supreme power was to be administred in Germany by the 
high commanders of the armed forces of the three Allied 
states according to instructions issued by their respective 
governments. To decide questions concerning Germany as 
a whole, a Control Council was set up. Its purpose was to 
coordinate actions of the high commanders. 

A certain degree of unanimity was displayed in Yalta 
when a decision was passed to the effect that Germany 
was to return to Poland the lands in the East and North 
which were originally Polish and in deciding the question 
of Germany's borders. 

The conferees outlined the main principles of a con- 
certed policy with regard to Germany. The basis of this 
policy was their common resolve to disarm and disband the 
armed forces of the Third Reich, liquidate the general staff, 
confiscate, destroy all military hardware and establish con- 
trol over all German industries which could serve military 
aims. 

Another key question concerned Germany s state struc- 
ture. A look back at its history could reveal a wide choice of 
models There were, for instance, models of the so-called 
Confederation of the Rhine (early 19th century) and the 
Frankfort Parliament (after the 1 848 revolution), as well as 
the military model of the Second Reich, the Kaiser s Great 
Germany" of long ago, the Versailles and, finally, the Nazi 
model. Diversified as they were, these models had never- 
theless one common feature: dominance (with the excep- 
tion of the Weimar Republic) of conservative, often totali- 
tarian forms of government based on power policy. 
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Democratisation consequently meant a break with the past 
and the establishment of something new. 

The humanism of the approach to this problem could be 
seen in special emphasis on the fact that measures taken 
against the Nazi government were by no means measures 
against the German people. The documents of the Yalta 
Conference stated that it was not the Allies’ purpose "to 
destroy the people of Germany". "Only when Nazism and 
Militarism have been extirpated,” the documents said, "will 
there be hope for a decent life for Germans..." 1 

However, this, as well as some other decisions made at 
Yalta, revealed that despite the unity of the coalition 
powers, the Western Allies thought in categories peculiar 
to their social system which cardinally differed from the 
socialist world outlook. 

The views that were fully demonstrated in Yalta fell into 
three main trends. 

The first trend highlighted the desire of the Western 
powers to weaken Germany, their traditional imperialist 
rival. The method preferred by the proponents of this policy 
was to divide and weaken Germany physically. The 
Morgenthau Plan' was the most drastic expression of this 
policy. 

The Soviet ambassador to the USA, Andrei Gromyko, 
cabled to Moscow on November 1 3, 1 944: 

"Dined with Morgenthau last night. Morgenthau out- 
lined his plan... (1) Germany forfeits all industry, light and 
heavy alike, and becomes an agrarian country; (2) The 
Rhur basin is severed from Germany and placed under the 
control of an international commission; (3) The Saarland 
is turned over to France; (4) Germany forfeits its shipbuild- 
ing industry, etc.” 2 

It was intended to reduce the population of Germany by 
more than half, bringing it down to some 50 million by the 
mass export of manpower. 

The division of Germany figured prominently in the 
plans of certain British and American representatives. The 
Morgenthau Plan, which envisaged "the conversion of 
Germany into an agricultural and pastoral country”, 3 was 


1 Foreign Relations of the United States..., p. 971. 

Henry Morgenthau — US Secretary of the Treasury in 1934-1945. 

2 Soviet- American Relations During the Great Patriotic War of 1941- 
1945, Vol. 2. Moscow, 1 984, pp. 259-260. 

3 Foreign Relations of the United States..., p. 1 56. 
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supported by Roosevelt and Churchill at the Second 
Conference in Quebec (September 1944). 

Another plan was to divide Germany into several or just 
two states — the northern and the southern, turn over some 
of its territories to the Soviet Union, Poland, France and 
Denmark, and separate and subsequently dismember Prus- 
sia. There were other plans of this kind. Churchill, who 
originally supported these plans, was guided by the belief 
that Germany should be eliminated as Britain's old rival. 
This would have a favourable effect on the development of 
British industry. 

The second trend was to leave Germany undivided. 
The idea was to make it strong enough to counterbalance 
the Soviet Union, but leave it dependent on the West. This 
trend echoed the imperialist schemes of the '20s and '30s 
to turn Germany into a Central European bastion confront- 
ing the USSR, socialism, left-wing forces and the com- 
munist and working class movement in Europe, i.e. the 
"cordon sanitaire" and Munich schemes. 

More and more Western politicians favoured this sol- 
ution as a result of the outstanding Soviet successes in the 
war against Nazism. It was favoured by US Secretary of 
War Henry L. Stimson, US Secretary of State Cordell Hull, 
and the British Prime Minister Churchill who had altered 
his position, something he had done on several occasions. 

The third trend, which best accorded with the his- 
torical experience and met the demands of the present and 
the future, was to have a peaceful, democratic and de- 
militarised Germany. This policy, which was pursued by 
the Soviet Union, had a profoundly realistic basis since it 
took into account the specific features of Germany’s 
historical development. A wide-scale polarisation of social 
forces had been going on there for a considerable length of 
time. Alongside the powerful forces of progress and de- 
mocracy, Prussian reaction, militarism and ideological ob- 
scurantism, which culminated in Nazism, were firmly en- 
trenched. A military defeat of Nazism could open the door 
to democratic forces, on the one hand, and to Bismarck- 
style iron-and-blood policies, on the other, although in 
point of fact, Bismarck's Reich had nothing in common 
with the Nazi Reich. In brief, there were grounds for 
believing that the demilitarisation and denazification of 
Germany would be conducive to the development of broad 
democratic tendencies deeply rooted in German history. It 
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was also believed that postwar Germany could be trans- 
formed and exert a profound influence on the political 
shape of Europe. 

The subsequent development of the German Democrat- 
ic Republic and the polarisation of class and political 
forces in the Federal Republic of Germany where the left 
were also active, bore out this view which certainly had 
nothing in common with the assertions made by some 
Western historians that the Soviet Union's aim at the Yalta 
and Potsdam Conferences was “to get the whole of 
Germany", to become “leader of the working class move- 
ment in Europe and throughout the world", etc. 1 Such 
assertions directly followed from the Adenauer theory ac- 
cording to which Germany was looked upon by the Soviet 
Un:on as the "key to world domination". 2 

Today there is every reason to state that Soviet foreign 
po ! cy at that time foresaw the process of extensive post- 
war democratisation in Europe and, in response to it, the 
concentration of imperialist forces in Central Europe for the 
purpose of creating a military-political stronghold against 
socialism. Germany was to be turned into such a strong- 
hold. Crushed and defeated, it was to rise up from the 
ashes as the USA's bridgehead against the USSR. Later 
developments showed that the USA had applied its econ- 
omic and political might to the German -European plexus 
from which now came the strongest cold war pulses: the 
first thing the USA did was to turn West Germany into a 
cold war centre. The USA did everything in its power to 
prevent the genuine democratisation of Germany after the 
war. The Marshall Plan, the founding of NATO, the division 
of Europe, West European integration and the pursuit of a 
policy of confrontation vis-d-vis the USSR up to the 
stationing of Euromissiles are all links of one chain, 
elements of the anti-Soviet policy with the German prob- 
lem integrated into it. 

Incidentally, the deployment of US medium-range mis- 
siles in West Germany is in keeping with the traditional 
balance of power" concept. It is a means of political 
pressure brought to bear in an effort to preserve the 
extreme right-wing conservative tendencies in West 
Germany and bind the country tightly to US and NATO 


1 E. Nolte. Op tit., pp. 185. 190 

2 K Adenauer. Erinnerungen 1955-1959. Stuttgart. 1967. p. 247. 
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policies. The stationing of Pershing -2s in West Germany 
serves precisely this end. 

For all the unity shown by the coalition powers, the 
differences in their social systems, political philosophies 
and objectives made themselves felt at Yalta. Capitalism 
was securing positions for itself in the postwar world in 
which the role and influence of socialism were growing 
fast. The seeds of the future had been sown in Yalta and 
Potsdam, and they soon emerged in the form of a cold war 
instigated by imperialism. 

The further development of Germany, elements of 
which could well be discerned at the Yalta and Potsdam 
conferences, was marked by (1) an intense polarisation of 
class forces, which was crowned by the formation and 
development of the German Democratic Republic, a social- 
ist state; (2) a sharp antagonism between democracy and 
conservatism in the Federal Republic of Germany which 
had made an impression on the country's political life, and 
(3) remilitarisation of West Germany as the USA's military 
and political mainstay in Europe. 

The latter circumstance rendered European develop- 
ment of the last forty years extremely controversial and 
complicated, sometimes acutely precarious and at other 
times quite peaceful. On the one hand, Europe found itself 
in the centre of the cold war unleashed by imperialism and, 
on the other, became the seat of detente and cooperation 
which made progress especially in the '70s, thus becom- 
ing the world's least conflict-ridden region. What we had 
on the one hand were the flouting of the Yalta and 
Potsdam decisions by the West, West Germany's entry into 
NATO, the existence of extremely close military-political 
ties between West Germany and the USA, the Hallstein 
doctrine, etc., and on the other — the Helsinki Conference, 
stable relations between states and a number of mutually 
beneficial agreements between European socialist and cap- 
italist countries, including West Germany. On one side of 
the balance sheet are the myth about the "Soviet threat", 
which has been inflated to monstrous dimensions, and the 
dangerous deployment of US Euromissiles. On the other 
side are the effective Mospow Treaty between the USSR 
and West Germany, West Germany's treaties with other 
socialist countries, expanding long-term trade, various ex- 
changes and contacts, and massive public movements 
against war, missiles and the arms race in Western Europe 


43 


and West Germany. The European scene has been a highly 
complex one. 

How will events develop further? It should be clear to 
all that the German problem has been settled. Two sov- 
ereign states have arisen on German soil — the socialist 
German Democratic Republic and the capitalist Federal 
Republic of Germany, which are building their mutual 
relations on the basic principles governing relations be- 
tween states. Any revision of the borders between the two 
countries is unacceptable, as are attempts to have one state 
act as a "spokesman'' for the other. Disruption of these 
present-day realities may have the most undesirable con- 
sequences. The cornerstone of the edifice of peace in 
Europe is the observance of the provisions of the Moscow 
Treaty and the treaties West Germany has concluded with 
other socialist states. 

It is in the interests of all nations that the spirit of Yalta, 
Potsdam and Helsinki should continue to live on, triumph 
and stimulate peaceful development. 

We are aware of the role of the German nation in 
European and world development. At the Yalta and 
Potsdam conferences the USSR did not speak against the 
German people. We spoke against "Hitlers that may come 
and go . We wanted Germany to be peaceful and de- 
mocratic. Today we are continuing our struggle for peace 
and stability in Europe together with the German 
Democratic Republic and the other socialist countries. 

In conclusion I should like to recall something said by 
Andrei Gromyko, First Deputy Chairman of the USSR 
Council of Ministers and USSR Minister of Foreign Affairs. 
He said that no one has the right to try disrupting the Yalta 
and Potsdam agreements on which European and world 
peace has rested for forty years now: the peoples have paid 
too high a price for them. 


Alexei ROSHCHIN, 

D.Sc. (History), Professor, Diplomatic 
Academy of the USSR Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs 


THE CRIMEAN CONFERENCE AND THE 
POSTWAR SETTLEMENT 


One of the major tasks of the Big Three summit con- 
ference at Yalta was to preserve Allied unity in the solution 
both of military matters and questions bearing on the 
postwar settlement. Unity formed the basis for defeating 
the fascist bloc and a precondition for the establishment of 
a stable peace after the war. The Soviet Union invariably 
attached paramount importance to Allied unity. Addressing 
the Conference, Stalin said: 

The most important condition for the preservation of a 
lasting peace is unity between the three powers. If this 
unity is preserved there will be no need to fear the German 
danger. Therefore, it is necessary to consider the best way 
of ensuring a united front between the three powers to 
which France and China should be added." 1 

However, no sooner had the Second World War ended 
than the USA and Great Britain started to pursue a policy 
that was hostile to the Soviet Union. They planned to use 
the German armed forces for war against the USSR and 
other socialist countries. In 1955, West Germany was 
drawn into NATO to become a European outpost of the 
USA and its partners in this military bloc. Later on, further 
emphasis was placed on West Germany's role as an out- 
post, and the West German ruling circles made no small 
contribution to this. They encouraged the NATO Council to 
adopt the notorious "dual decision" on the deployment in 
Europe of US medium-range Pershing-2s and cruise mis- 


1 The Crimean Conference of the Leaders of the Three Allied 
Powers— the USSR, the USA and Great Britain. February 4-11. 1945. 
Collection of Documents, Moscow, 1979, p. 94. 
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siles. This decision was spearheaded against the USSR and 
the other socialist countries. 

Of the problems concerning Germany, which the 
Conference discussed, the proposal to dismember the 
country and the question of its eastern border were of 
primary importance. 

At the Big Three Conference at Teheran (held in 
November 1 943) the USA and Great Britain had already 
expressed themselves in favour of dismembering Germany 
into several independent states. At a meeting of the 
European Advisory Commission in January 1 944 (the EAC 
had been established at the Moscow Conference of the 
Foreign Ministers of the USSR, the USA and Great Britain 
in October 1943 to tackle problems of the postwar settle- 
ment in Europe) Britain raised the question of the dis- 
memberment of Germany. Its spokesman proposed to set 
up a committee within the EAC that would deal with the 
dismemberment of Germany. 

Fyodor Gusev, the Soviet representative on the EAC, 
did not support the proposal and avoided any discussion of 
it. He said he was “not prepared to instruct a member of his 
delegation to join in the study of the British proposal”. The 
Soviet statement showed that the USSR's attitude towards 
Western Allies' plans for the dismemberment of Germany 
was not favourable. The Soviet side was unwilling to give 
its assent to the examination of this problem. 

In spite of this, the USA and Great Britain continued to 
work on the question. At the Second Quebec Conference 
in September 1944 President Roosevelt and Premier 
Winston Churchill initialled the notorious Morgenthau 
Plan According to this plan Germany was to be dis- 
membered into several independent states which were to 
be turned into agrarian regions without any major 
industries. 

At the Crimean Conference the Western powers again 
tried to draw the USSR into the implementation of the plan 
for the dismemberment of Germany. Since the USSR was 
not favourably disposed towards the matter, the 
Conference merely set up a committee on the dismember- 
ment of Germany. It was made up of Anthony Eden, the 
British Foreign Minister, Fyodor Gusev, the Soviet 
Ambassador to London, and John Winant, US Ambassador 
to London. The committee was instructed to examine the 
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matter in London. During its discussion the Soviet rep- 
resentative adopted a negative poshion. He voiced the 
opinion that it was up to the Germans emselves to decide 
the future of their state. In his letter to , :hony Eden, dated 
March 26, 1945, Fyodor Gusev wrote: 

"The Soviet government regards th« decision of the 
Crimean Conference on the dismemberment of Germany 
not as an obligatory plan for the dismemberment of the 
country, but as a possible prospect for exerting pressure on 
Germany to render it harmless if other means should prove 
inadequate." 1 

Soon after that a most important historic event took 
place: on May 8, 1945, Nazi Germany unconditionally 
surrendered. In his Appeal to the Soviet People on May 9 
Stalin said: "The Soviet Union is celebrating Victory, al- 
though it has no intention of dismembering or destroying 
Germany." 2 

Thus, again the USSR's negative attitude towards the 
dismemberment of Germany was emphasised. The 
Declaration on its defeat did not mention the country's 
dismemberment. In this way the question was finally 
decided. 

The Crimean Conference examined the settlement for 
Germany also in connection with the solution of the 
question of Poland's western border. The Soviet Union 
proposed that Poland's western border should stretch from 
Stettin (Szczecin) along the River Oder and further south 
along the River Neisse (western Neisse). Since the US and 
British leaders refused to accept this proposal, the 
Conference adopted a decision of a general nature, namely: 
"Poland must receive substantial accessions of territory in 
the north and west." The decision further stated thatTITe 
final delimitation of the western frontier of Poland should 
thereafter await the Peace Conference". 3 At the Potsdam 
Conference held in July-August 1945 the USSR, the USA 
and Great Britain finally established the German-Polish 
border in keeping with the Soviet Union's proposal. 


’ Soviet-British Relations During the Great Patriotic War. 1941-1945. 
Vol. II, Moscow, 1983, p. 314. 

2 Foreign Policy of the Soviet Union During the Great Patriotic War, 
Vol. Ill, Moscow, 1947, p. 45. 

3 Foreign Relations of the United States ..„ p. 974. 
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Ever since the Crimean and Potsdam Conferences th« 
Western countries— the USA, Great Britain and West 
Germany— have tried to contest the legality and even the 
very fact of establishing Poland's western border at 
Potsdam. The spokesmen of these countries claim that its 
final establishment should be confirmed by the peace 
conference. Such assertions are in flagrant contradiction 
with the actual facts regarding the establishment of 
Poland s western frontier. 

The present eastern border of the German Democratic 
Republic is now recognised by the German Democratic 
Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany. Both thesp 
countries have pledged to observe the inviolability of this 

anyth' °p d 19 ?9 the German Democratic Republic 
and the Polish People s Republic signed an agreement 

providing for the demarcation of the "inviolable border of 
friendship between them. The treaty between the Polish 

Hat°H 6 n S Rep “ bll 5; and tbe federal Republic of Germany 
dated December 7, 1970. on the principles of the normali- 
sation of relations confirmed the inviolability of the existfnq 
borders It a so contains a pledge to observe meticulousl? 
the territorial integrity of both states. Y 

The Final Act signed at Helsinki also recognised the 

iSb'K F Ca and territorial status - Signed on August 1, 

9 ' by a [ l European countries (except Albania), and also 

by th e United States of America and Canada, it confirmed 

mteariw°of b e | tY F ° f th ® eXISt ' ng b ° rderS and the territorial 
integrity of all European states. 

^rJi 1656 3nd many other international events warrant the 
conclusion that the question of the German-Polish border 
has been resolved once and for all. 

of Jpoiich n ? question both Wl 'th respect to the formation 
hnrHor i h 9 ° vern T en t and the establishment of Poland's 
mpm 30 , " 1portant P ar t in the postwar settle- 

attention Europe ' and tbe Crimean Conference paid it due 

S r, et ynion's aim was to restore a strong de- 
mocmtic Poland which would be friendly to the USSR 
Addressing the Conference, Stalin said: 

both^of hr!n Russians the Polish question is a question 

has hp f P n°2 a, } d S( f ur,t V ••• Throughout history Poland 
has been a corridor for attack on Russia... The Polish 
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corridor cannot be closed from the outside by Russian 
forces alone. It can be reliably locked from the inside by 
Poland's own forces... That is why the Soviet Union is 
interested in creating a powerful, free and independent 
Poland." 1 

In July 1944, a Polish National Liberation Committee 
was formed in liberated Polish territory. Later, in 1944, it 
was transformed into a Provisional Government of the 
Polish Republic. The government was duly recognised by 
the Soviet Union. The USSR resolutely rejected the solici- 
tations of the Western powers for the reinstatement in 
Poland of the London-based "government-in-exile" and 
establishment of its authority. 

After a difficult discussion of the question bearing on 
the formation of the Polish government the Yalta 
Conference passed a decision to the effect that the present 
Provisional Government should be "reorganised on a 
broader democratic basis to include democratic leaders 
from Poland itself and from Poles abroad." 2 

During the consultations that were then held within the 
framework of a three-power commission set up at Yalta to 
examine the Polish question, the US and British spokes- 
men sought to abolish the new social system and the 
Provisional Government in Poland, and not to carry out the 
proposed reorganisation. The USA and Great Britain later 
also refused to recognise the Provisional Polish 
Government and prevented it from taking part in the San 
Francisco Conference in April 1 945, which established the 
United Nations Organisation. The Soviet side firmly re- 
jected the anti- Polish claims of the Western powers. As a 
result of the USSR's firm and persistent policies the ques- 
tion of the Polish government was finally resolved in May 
1 945. Agreement was reached in the course of talks held in 
Moscow between the Soviet leaders and Harry Hopkins, 
special assistant to President Roosevelt. 

A big role was played by the establishment of Poland's 
eastern and western borders in the settlement of the Polish 
issue after the war. The Soviet Union insisted that the 


1 The Crimean Conference..., p. 100 

2 Ibid., p. 279. 
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Curzon Line be used as a basis for Poland's eastern 
border. It had been proposed by the member countries of 
the Entente Cordiale as long ago as 1919, when Poland's 
borders were being discussed after the First World War 
When the matter was examined by the Yalta Conference 
Stalin advanced a most impressive argument in its favour. 
He said the Curzon Line had not been invented by the 
Russians^ It was advanced by Lord Curzon, Clemenceau 
and the Americans at the Paris Conference in 1919 |f the 
Soviet Union were to abandon this line, Stalin remarked 
people would say Stalin and Molotov were less reliable 
defenders of the Russian and Ukrainian interests than 
Curzon and Clemenceau. How could he, Stalin, face 
people after that, when he returned to Moscow?'' 1 * 

The arguments the Soviet leader brought forth in favour 
of establishing Poland's eastern border along the Curzon 
Line were so convincing that neither Roosevelt nor 
Church'll could refute them. As a result of the examination 
of the given question at Yalta, the Soviet proposal was 
-i° P m e ™saged that Poland's eastern frontier 
should follow the Curzon Line with digressions from it in 

favour ” 2 9 '° nS ° f f ‘ ve to eight kilom etres in Poland's 

The decision on Poland's eastern frontier was one of 
the most important decisions taken by the Crimean 
Conference with respect to the postwar settlement. It met 
the interests of two neighbouring countries — the USSR 
and Poland and promoted the development of good- 
neighbourly relations. The decision formed the basis for 
a Soviet-Polish treaty on the state border signed in 
August 1 945. It proved to be an important landmark in 
the development of friendly relations between the two 
states. 

Mention has already been made of the peripeteia in the 
establishment of Poland's western border in connection 
with the influence the conference decisions exercised on 
the postwar settlement of the German question 


n J 0 mhl ne « Pfem l ? ou " cil of Allied Powers recommended on 
Rr„=T b c 8 ' 19 L 9, as Polands eastern frontier. It was named after 
Britain s Foreign Minister Lord Curzon. 

1 The Crimean Conference.... p. 101. 

2 Ibid, p. 280. 
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US and West European reactionary circles still continue 
to launch fierce attacks on the decisions the Crimean 
Conference took on Poland's borders and to issue calls to 
revise them. Over the last five years the Reagan 
Administration has stepped up its subversive activities 
against the Polish People's Republic. The USA and some 
of its European allies have made repeated attempts to 
interfere in Poland's internal affairs with a view to over- 
throwing the socialist system there and restoring capital- 
ism. Washington has resorted to a political and economic 
boycott of Poland. However, the developments in Poland 
have not favoured the USA or its allies. As it deals with its 
problems, Poland has been making confident progress 
along the socialist road. 

The question of France's participation in the postwar 
settlement in Germany played an important part in 
the work of the Crimean Conference. A zone of occu- 
pation was to be provided to France and it was to take 
part in the administration of Germany. This meant that 
France was to have a seat in the Control Council for Ger- 
many. 

The USA's attitude towards the restoration of France's 
status in postwar Europe and granting it broad rights in 
the German settlement was negative. Washington was 
unwilling to allow the European states to exercise greater 
influence on the postwar peace settlement. It was also 
opposed to the restoration of France's positions in its 
colonial possessions. US imperialism was eager to lay its 
hands on them. Moreover, the US ruling circles still re- 
membered that after the First World War the Anglo-French 
Entente actually brushed the United States aside in the 
solution of postwar problems. Roosevelt opposed France's 
being granted a zone of occupation in Germany and a seat 
on the Control Council. He was particularly against French 
representatives participating in the work of the Control 
Council for Germany. Charles Bohlen wrote that Roosevelt 
felt “that the inclusion of France would only lead to trouble 
and bitterness and difficulty". 1 

Believing it was necessary to restore France as a great, 
sovereign and independent state, the Soviet Union pro- 


1 Charles E. Bohlen, The Transformation of American Foreign Policy, 

W. W. Norton & Co. Inc., New York, 1969, p. 42. 


51 


posed to meet its claims to participation in the postwar 
settlement of the German question. Stalin said: 

"France is an ally of the USSR. A short while ago 
France and the Soviet Union signed a treaty of alliance and 
mutual assistance (in Moscow on December 10, 1944 — 
Auth.). The Soviet Union is interested in France having a 
strong army... I am for a great France. ' 1 

Since the Soviet Union was insistent about France's 
participation in the postwar settlement of the German 
problem, Roosevelt had no choice but to give his concur- 
rence. The Conference decided that "France should take 
over a zone of occupation in Germany" and that France 
should be invited "to enter the Control Council for 
Germany as a member." 2 The decision was a sign of 
recognition of France's role in the maintenance of inter- 
national security in the postwar world and of the need for 
France's active participation in the formation of a new 
Europe after the war. 

However, France was later to take an active part in the 
aggressive NATO alliance which Washington had ham- 
mered together. Although France withdrew from NATO's 
military wing in 1 966, it still collaborates with the bloc 
rather closely. Thus, it was on France's initiative that the 
NATO Council held its session in Paris in 1 983 for the first 
time since 1966. France exercised a major influence on 
NATO's adoption of the so-called "dual decision" — a hos- 
tile act towards the Soviet Union. It concerned the deploy- 
ment of US medium-range missiles in Europe. It was 
France that proposed that the US, French, British and West 
German leaders meet on the island of Guadelupe. There the 
question regarding the deployment of these missiles was 
settled. In this respect France’s policy is far from helping to 
ensure peace and international security. 

The Yalta Conference also examined questions con- 
cerning the establishment of a universal international or- 
ganisation designed to maintain peace and security. Thus, 
it was decided that the Ukrainian and Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republics which suffered the heaviest losses 
during the Second World War would be among the found- 


1 The Crimean Conference..., p. 72. 

2 Ibid., p. 277. 


ing members of the new organisation. It was also 
that invitations to the founding conference of the United 
Nations Organisation in San Francisco would be sent to 
the states that had signed the United Nations Declaration 
in Washington in January 1 942 or had declared war on the 
common enemy by March 1, 1 945. 

The most important question in the establishment of the 
United Nations Organisation was the voting procedure in 
the UN Security Council. The participants adopted a for- 
mula that was later included in the UN Charter. In keeping 
with this formula the Council could adopt decisions on all 
matters, except procedural, by a vote of seven of its mem- 
bers (out of 11 provided by the Draft Charter), mcludig 
the members of five of its permanent members— the UbbK, 
the USA, Great Britain, France and China. 

The principle of unanimity for the permanent members 
of the Security Council in the adoption of decisions on 
non-procedural matters has exercised a powerful effect on 
the work of the United Nations. Over a period of nearly 40 
years since the establishment of the UN amendments have 
been made to the Charter, which have affected only the 
number of members of the Security Council, the •^ c ° r ? on ^ 
and Social Councils. All the other provisions of the Charter 
and, of course, the clauses on the voting procedure in the 
Security Council have been preserved in their 
Thanks to the voting procedure approved at Yalta, the 
Western powers were unable to turn the UN into a 
instrument of their policies. And so this wor ^' v y l f® s ®' f 
curity organisation is now functioning on the bass 
provisions adopted by the Crimean Conference. The social- 
ist countries have shown persistent opposition to all at- 
tempts to revise the Charter, particularly the fundamental 
provision about the voting procedure in the oecurity 
Council. 

At Yalta the USSR's entry into the war against Japan 
was also discussed. This act exercised a powerful in- 
fluence on the postwar settlement in the Far East. 

The implementation of the clauses of the tripartite 
agreement concerning the USSR's participation in the war 
aqainst Japan predetermined to a certain degree the 
USSR's territorial status in the Far East. Although Japan s 
ruling cirlces continue to insist on a revision of this status 
and on the return to Japan of four southern islands of the 
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Kuril group, these claims are totally without foundation. 
There are no.reasons for such a revision. 

Despite the effective aid the Soviet Union rendered to 
the Allied cause of defeating militarist Japan, the USA for 
its part has been conducting an extremely hostile policy 
towards the Soviet Union in the Far East. It has been 
going to extremes to prevent any normalisation of the 
international situation there. The USA has entered into a 
military alliance with Japan, which is spearheaded against 
the USSR. In addition, the USA has been trying to draw 
other countries into it. On Washington's insistence Japan 
has joined the "sanctions" against the USSR and actively 
supported the deployment of first-strike American missiles 
in Western Europe. They are targeted on the USSR and 
other socialist countries. Australia, New Zealand and the 
USA have hammered together another military bloc known 
as ANZUS which has been building up tension in the 
Pacific Ocean area. Washington has thus committed to 
oblivion the USSR's effective response to President 
Roosevelt’s repeated requests to the USSR at Teheran and 
Yalta to assist the Allies in the war against the Japanese 
aggressor. 

No sooner had the Crimean Conference come to a close 
than its decisions gave rise to sharp disputes and fierce 
attacks on the part of reactionaries in Western Europe and 
the United States. These circles claimed that Roosevelt had 
failed to uphold US interests as he should have done, that 
he had gone too far in his concessions to the Soviet Union. 
Charles Bohlen replied to Roosevelt's critics as follows: "It 
cannot be said that Yalta was a success, but, as I wrote 
earlier, there are no grounds for supposing that it was the 
folly or the weakness of the Western powers which made 
this true. The map of Europe would look exactly the same 
as it does today..." 1 , regardless of President Roosevelt's 
stand. 

Washington's and London's attempts to secure po- 
sitions of domination in territories liberated by the Soviet 
Army were doomed to failure. The USSR's contribution to 
the defeat of the fascist bloc was so great that it was able 
to ensure for the peoples of Eastern and South-Eastern 


1 Charles E. Bohlen, Op. cit., p. 46. 
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Europe the right to make their own choice in determining 
which path of socio-political and state development to 
take. 

The farther the Yalta Conference recedes into the past 
the more its results and decisions give rise to heated 
disputes and arguments. The attacks on its decisions are 
particularly vehement in the USA and West Germany. The 
attacks are above all directed against the decisions on the 
German and Polish issues. They are the direct outgrowth of 
the policies of anticommunism and anti-Sovietism. They 
reflect the policy of revenge -seekers, of circles who would 
like to revise the political and territorial results of the 
Second World War. As far as Bonn is concerned, this 
policy is geared towards the plans devised by West German 
imperialism which is striving to gain a dominating position 
in and outside Europe. 

Washington has been supporting the revenge-seekers 
in West Germany. The West German policy of revenge 
coincides with the hegemonic, anti-Soviet militarist course 
of the US Administration. This was reflected in a statement 
made by President Ronald Reagan. He said he questioned 
the decisions of the Crimean Conference which had con- 
solidated for Europe the political and territorial results of 
the Second World War. 

The revenge-seekers in West Germany would like to 
revise the territorial status of Europe. They have been 
outspoken in their claims to the lands that went to Poland, 
Czechoslovakia and the Soviet Union as a result of the 
postwar settlement. Their policy today is to "absorb" the 
first socialist state on German soil, the German Democratic 
Republic, in defiance of a treaty signed in 1 972, which is a 
treaty on the principles governing the relations between 
the German Democratic Republic and West Germany. 
Bonn has been publishing maps of Germany with its 
prewar frontiers of 1937. The West German government 
has been outspoken in its encouragement of pan-Germanic 
and revenge-seeking organisations. In this connection 
Andrei Cromyko, the Soviet Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
made the following comment: 

"Just like many other European countries, the Soviet 
Union does not intend to make its security dependent on 
whether or not the West German government is satisfied 
with the results of the Second World War." 
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We shall not permit anybody to make any attempts to 
change the decisions made at Yalta. The purpose of these 
decisions was to lay the foundation for a lasting peace 
This purpose is more valid today than ever before. 


Oleg RZHESHEVSKI, 

D.Sc. (History). Professor. Head of the 
Sector of Military History of the Institute 
of General History of the USSR 
Academy of Sciences 


THE CRIMEAN CONFERENCE: 
BOURGEOIS HISTORIOGRAPHY AND 
THE PRESENT IDEOLOGICAL AND 
POLITICAL STRUGGLE 


On February 23, 1945, on his way home from Yalta, 
President Roosevelt gave a news conference aboard the 
US cruiser Quincy. He said that US public opinion and the 
press had given a positive appraisal to the results achieved 
at Yalta. They regarded them as a “great achievement”. 1 
The President's first public estimate of the summit meeting 
between the Soviet Union, the United States and Great 
Britain largely reflected the common view of the leaders 
and public of the countries belonging to the anti-Hitler 
coalition. The Conference was an outstanding achievement 
of the joint policy pursued by the Big Three powers. Its 
purpose was to defeat the fascist aggressors and work out 
a postwar peace settlement on democratic principles. An 
important factor contributing to the decisions made at 
Yalta was the victories secured by the heroic Soviet armed 
forces. The Economist (February 3, 1945), a conservative 
British magazine, rightly wrote at the time that "the actual 
subject matter of the conference is being decided not in the 
Chancelleries of the nations, but on the battlefields of 
Pomerania and Brandenburg”. Shortly before the Crimean 
Conference was convened the Soviet Army launched a 
sweeping offensive. Departing from the Vistula line, it 
completed the liberation of Poland to appear on the ap- 
proaches of Berlin and to rescue the US and British forces 
from disaster in the Ardennes. In this connection the Soviet 
press pointed out that the Crimean Conference would go 
down in history "as a demonstration of close combat 


1 The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt. 1944- 
1945. Harper & Brothers, New York, 1950, p. 556. 
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cooperation between the three powers at a time when the 
war was entering its final phase". * 1 The effort to achieve the 
total and complete realisation of the decisions made at 
Yalta became a key task of Soviet foreign policy not only at 
the end of the war, but also in the years following. 

All objective research works have invariably made pos- 
itive appraisals of the results of the Crimean Conference. 
Thus, Soviet researchers point out: 

"The Crimean Conference marked an important phase 
in the fight waged by peaceloving forces for a swift end to 
the war and for the solution of postwar problems on a 
democratic basis." 2 In a recent joint work The Second 
World War. A Brief History, researchers from eight count- 
ries of the socialist community stress that the summit 
meeting between the Soviet, US and British leaders was of 
"outstanding historic importance". 3 

The views advanced by bourgeois historians are in 
striking contrast to those of the above authors. No other 
outstanding event of the war period has been subjected to 
such persistent attacks in the West as the Crimean 
Conference. The main source of this frenzied campaign is 
the United States. US circles have been conducting it 
extensively and have attached considerable importance to 
it. This is evidenced by the fact that practically every US 
president has tried to contribute to it, including Harry 
S. Truman, Dwight D. Eisenhower, John F. Kennedy, 
Richard Nixon and, of course, Ronald Reagan, who is 
echoed by Margaret Thatcher, Francois Mitterrand and 
certain other leaders of the NATO member countries. 

In the USA a large number of works have been written 
on the Crimean Conference, and more are being pub- 
lished/^ semi -official appraisal of the Yalta results was 

1 Pravda. February 1 3, 1 945. 

2 History of the Foreign Policy of the USSR. 1917-1980. Vol I 1 91 7- 
1945. Moscow, 1980. p. 478. 

3 The Second World War. A Brief History. Moscow, 1 984, p. 532 See 
also History of Diplomacy. Vol. 4, Moscow, 1 975, History of the Second 
World War. 1939-1945. Vol. 10, Moscow, 1979; Vol 12. Moscow, 1982. 

A US Department of State. Making the Peace Treaties. 1941-1947: A 
History in Making of Peace Beginning with the Atlantic Charter, the Yalta 
and Potsdam Conferences, and Culminating in the Drafting of Peace 
inai r Italy. Bulgaria. Hungary, Rumania and Finland. Washington, 

1 , n, ^ t ® tlinius - Roosevelt and the Russians. The Yalta Conference. 

N Y. 1 949; F. W'ttmer. The Yalta Betrayal. Data on the Decline and Fall of 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt. Caldwell, 1953; Foreign Relations of the 
iZ'Jc diplomatic Papers The Conferences at Malta and Yalta. 

1945. Washington, 1955; L. Kuter, Airman at Yalta. N.Y., 1955; 
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made by Herbert Feis in his book Churchill, Roosevelt, 
Stalin. The War They Waged and the Peace They Sought 
which came out in the late 1950s. The US State 
Department made a contribution to the book. Feis views 
positively only the results of the discussions conducted on 
military matters and the USSR's decision on the entry into 
the war against Japan in particular. The USA had spared 
no effort in getting the USSR to join in the war in the Far 
East. As far as all other questions are concerned his 
deliberations are, as a rule, based on tendentiously selected 
documents and are, therefore, of a pointedly anti-Soviet 
nature or extremely vague. For instance, Feis' main conclu- 
sion on the German problem is as follows: 

"The accord reached at Yalta served their [the Allies'] 
most immediate purposes well — to sustain the concert of 
military action against Germany until that war was won 
and to manage German surrender smoothly. Whether 
thereafter the three great victorious powers would find and 
really observe common policy that would fulfill the aims of 
each remained dubious. " 1 

In his book Feis tried to prove that the USA is always 
right. This was his basic theme. He praised the White 
House's policy during the war, maintaining that it served 
the country's imperialistic interests 100 per cent. Feis' 
concept, though of a retrospective nature, reflected the line 
pursued in a flood of extreme right-wing literature. Most of 
this literature consisted of publications like the works of 
such anti-Soviet authors as F. Wittmer and G. Crocker. 
Felix Wittmer's The Yalta Betrayal became a sort of bible in 
reactionary historiography not only in the USA, but also in 
several other capitalist countries. Bourgeois historiography 
is continuing to harp on this line even today. In fact, 
there are two main lines along which the results and pro- 
ceedings of the Crimean Conference are being falsified. 

First, bourgeois authors are constantly trying to make it 
appear as if the results of the Conference were secured 
through "Soviet diktat" and, therefore, were advantageous 
only to the Soviet Union. Second, they try to prove that the 


D. Clemens, Yalta. N.Y., 1970; D. Horowitz, From Yalta to Vietnam: 
American Foreign Policy in the Cold War. L., 1 970; C. Sulzberger, Such a 
Peace. The Roots and Ashes of Yalta, N.Y., 1 982; Foreign Affairs. Winter 
1 984/1 985, etc. 

1 H. Feis, Churchill, Roosevelt. Stalin. The War They Waged and the 

Peace They Sought. Princeton, 1 957, p. 540. 
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decisions of the Conference had brought about the "divi- 
sion of Europe", the cold war and ultimately the present 
confrontation between the superpowers, which may result 
in a full-scale nuclear disaster. 

Both lines are markedly anti-Soviet in content, though 
each is characterised by specific features of its own. It is 
claimed that Roosevelt was mainly responsible for the 
"surrender" of the Western powers at the Conference. 

Another reason was the failure of the USA and Great 
Britain to "coordinate" their positions. In his book Wittmer 
gibes at the Western leaders: "Stupidity, treason, and 
rottenness had penetrated the core of the American govern- 
ment when the moribund President was getting ready for 
the construction of everlasting peace." 1 

Thirty years later the well-known British historian John 
Erickson wrote that there was no surrender as such and that 
"nothing slipped out from Stalin's iron fist". 2 

Western authors further ascribe Anglo-American con- 
tradictions to "the treacherous hand of Moscow". They 
even claim that the Russians accommodated the Western 
delegations at Yalta with the deliberate intention of divid- 
ing them: "The Soviet delegation resided at Prince 
Yusupov's Koreis Villa, halfway between their guests, sym- 
bolically splitting the Anglo-Saxon 'axis' in two." 3 

The absurd fantasies quoted above were intended to 
discredit Yalta at all costs. However, they had nothing in 
common with the developments which actually took place. 

The decisions on the outstanding problems bearing on 
the postwar peace settlement were made as a result of 
thorough discussions. They reflected the interests of all the 
parties to the Conference. The documents of the 
Conference and the evidence of many of the participants in 
it irrefutably prove that "Soviet diktat", or diktat by any 
other party, was out of the question. If this had not been 
the case, the Yalta summit meeting would have been a 
failure. The proceedings were conducted in an atmosphere 
of understanding and cooperation. The Soviet delegation 
met many of the wishes of the US and British delegations 
half way, and, therefore, the latter were naturally obliged to 


1 F. Wittmer, The Yalta Betrayal. Data on the Decline and Fall of 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, The Caxton Printers, Ltd., Caldwell, Idaho, 
1953, p. 76. 

2 J. Erickson, The Road to Berlin, London, 1 983, p. 507. 

3 F. Wittmer, The Yalta Betrayal..., p. 78. 
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take the USSR's interests into account. This was done 
during the discussions on the German, Polish, Yugoslav 
and other questions. Edward Stettinius, the US Secretary 
of State, who took part in the Conference, gave a list of 1 2 
major concessions that the Soviet delegation had made. He 
pointed out that the Soviet spokesmen were prepared to 
make these concessions, because they attached paramount 
importance to the preservation of the alliance between 
Britain, the USA and the USSR. 1 Addressing Congress on 
his return home Roosevelt expressed satisfaction at the 
decisions the Conference had adopted. Displaying his 
typically realistic approach, the President pointed to the 
need for cooperation with the Soviet Union 2 . 

The story about the "division of Europe" as a "cor- 
ollary" of the division into spheres of influence allegedly 
made at the Crimean Conference has gained particularly 
wide currency in bourgeois literature. This point was made 
by Paul J. Hammond in the USA, Peter Calvocoressi and 
Guy Wint in Great Britain, M. Freund in West Germany, 
Jacques Chaban-Delmas and Thomas Schreiber in 
France 3 . These authors have presented several versions of 
the division into spheres of influence: between the USSR, 
on the one hand, and the USA and Great Britain, on the 
other, and between the USSR and the USA. Recently the 
French historian Philippe Robrieux wrote about the ex- 
istence of a secret agreement on the division of spheres of 
influence in Europe, which had allegedly been concluded 
between Great Britain and the USSR 4 . What was it that 
had led to the circulation of this version? It is absolutely 
impossible to trace anything like it in the documents of the 
Conference. This is nothing but a malicious response on 
the part of the imperialist ruling circles to the democratic 
and socialist changes in Central and South-Eastern 


1 E. Stettinius, Roosevelt and the Russians. The Yalta Conference, 
Doubleday & Co. Inc., New York, 1949, p. 296. 

2 Congressional Record, 79th Congress, 1st Session, Vol. 91, Part 2, 
Washington, 1945, pp. 1619-1621. 

3 P. Hammond, The Cold War Years: American Foreign Policy Since 
1945, N.Y., 1969; P. Calvocoressi, G. Wint, Total War. Causes and 
Courses of the Second World War, Hardmonsworth, 1972; M. Freund, 
Deutsche Geschichte, Giitersloh, 1973; J. Chaban-Delmas, Charles de 
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Paris, 1 980. 
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Europe which, they say, have “divided Europe. The argu- 
ments in favour of the arms race and of the policy of 
imperialist blocs stem from this response. In his book with 
a "best-selling” title Such a Peace. Roots and Ashes of 
Yalta, C. L. Sulzberger claims that the Crimean Conference 
caused a division of Europe “into two major spheres of 
influence, as represented by the NATO alliance and the 
Warsaw bloc..." 1 . He writes as if he does not know that the 
socialist countries formed their defensive alliance six years 
after NATO, that it was a forced measure in response to 
aggressive moves by the USA and its allies. 

At Yalta the Western powers declared together with the 
USSR that their aim was to destroy German militarism and 
to establish guarantees against Germany's ever being cap- 
able of disturbing the peace. Arrogantly defying the Allied 
agreements, the USA has armed the West German militar- 
ists to the teeth. It has turned West Germany into its chief 
partner by means of the aggressive NATO bloc. It has been 
encouraging anti-Sovietism and the spirit of revenge in 
West Germany. That Western policies have advanced a 
great deal in encouraging militarism in West Germany is 
evidenced by such recent developments as permitting that 
country to manufacture missiles and heavy bombers and 
entrusting a West German general (who managed to oust 
his British predecessor) with nuclear planning in NATO. 

In falsifying the events of the last war bourgeois his- 
torians frequently resort to tendentiously compiled Western 
collections of documents as source materials. Thus, in 
1984 Britain put out a handbook entitled The Foreign 
Office and the Kremlin. The book states that the Yalta 
Conference was well organised and that some of its deci- 
sions were directly advantageous to Britain. However, at 
the same time it claims that it was the Soviet Union 2 , and 
not the USA and Britain, that had come forward with the 
initiative to dismember Germany. In fact, as it was convinc- 
ingly proved by the papers submitted to the present sym- 
posium, the proposal to dismember Germany had been 
advanced by the Western powers. 

It should be pointed out that the frontal attack launched 
by reactionary historians and politicians on the Yalta deci- 
sions has been for the purpose of demolishing the founda- 


1 C. L. Sulzberger, Such a Peace Roots and Ashes of Yalta. New York, 
1982. p. IX. 

2 The Foreign Office and the Kremlin, Cambridge, 1 984, pp. 55, 1 90. 
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tions of the European postwar settlement and to provide 
an ideological substantiation for the revision of European 
frontiers. That this was precisely the strategy of US im- 
perialism is evidenced by an article which appeared in 
Foreign Affairs early in 1 985 and which reflected the view 
of the US State Department. The article proposed that Yalta 
be discarded and that the partition of Europe be overcome 
on American terms. These implied the export of counter- 
revolution to the countries of the socialist community. The 
article was an arrogant call for commencing an open 
struggle against socialism with the help of methods of 
economic expansion and ideological sabotage, including 
the use of "dissidents". Speculating on the so-called 
“Soviet threat" the article attempted to justify NATO's 
aggressive moves and the US military presence in Europe. 
In other words, a tendentious misinterpretation of the 
decisions made at Yalta grew into a direct advocacy of US 
imperialism. Judging by the above-mentioned article, a 
new element in Washington's official strategy is the policy 
for setting up a "Franco-German army", collaboration and 
subsequent "integration" between West Germany and 
France. It has been decided to extend to Paris the Bonn- 
Washington axis whose rotation is controlled by the White 
House. Thus, it is intended to create yet another anti- 
Soviet alliance within the framework of NATO. The article 
ends with the following provocative conclusion: "...Yalta 
must be consigned to Europe's past if it is not to become 
Europe's future." 1 

Some time later, it became clear that the comment in 
Foreign Affairs was only an element in a US government- 
level campaign designed to slur the Yalta Conference and 
its decisions on the fortieth anniversary of the event. The 
State Department went as far as to provide American 
journalists with a "document" containing recommenda- 
tions on how to treat the fortieth anniversary of the Yalta 
Conference. It proposed that writers infer that the postwar 
peace settlement for Europe was never the result of a joint 
agreement reached by the great powers. It set them the 
task of persuading public opinion in the NATO member 
countries that the USA has the "right" to intervene in the 
internal affairs of other states. 

Then it was President Reagan who interpreted the Yalta 


1 Foreign Affairs, Winter 1 984/85, p. 302. 
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decisions in the spirit of a "crusade" against socialism. His 
statement differed somewhat from that of Foreign Affairs. 
"The reason Yalta remains important," he said, "is that the 
freedom of Europe is unfinished business." 

Picking up the tune set by the White House, extremists 
across the ocean have submitted to the Senate a draft 
resolution groundlessly accusing the USSR of violating the 
decisions of the Crimean Conference. At the same time, the 
draft has called on the socialist countries which have 
secured outstanding success in building a new life "to 
resist Soviet domination". 

The Polish paper Try buna Ludu made an accurate 
observation on the statement in the following terms: 

"The head of the present US Administration has hypo- 
critically attempted to misrepresent the community of 
socialist countries that has taken shape since the Second 
World War as a 'departure' from the agreements reached at 
Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam. The policy of the Reagan 
Administration of revising the decisions made at Yalta is 
intended to subvert the community of socialist countries 
and undermine their unity. That is precisely why it is 
necessary to display vigilance in the face of the intrigues 
plotted by reaction and to remember the lessons of the 
Yalta Conference which has ensured four decades of peace 
for Europe." 

Bonn's present leaders, who are acting as patrons of the 
revenge-seeking scum on the banks of the Rhine, have also 
pronounced anathema against the Yalta agreements. They 
would prefer the peoples to forget about the military 
cooperation between the countries that belonged to the 
anti-Hitler coalition and about their resolve to rule out the 
threat of war from German soil. The reactionary press of the 
USA, West Germany, Britain and other NATO member 
countries has joined in the anti-Yalta campaign, as if it had 
received the command from a single centre. The London 
Times marked its bicentenary with an editorial article spear- 
headed against the joint Soviet, US and British wartime 
decisions on the postwar peace settlement. Andrew 
Rothstein, the well-known British historian, wrote that 
from the viewpoint of the Times the changes that had taken 
place after the war in the East European countries were 
something alien to them, something that had been injected 
from the "outside". To prove this point the paper de- 
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liberately misinterpreted certain historical developments 
but remained silent about others. For instance, it mourned 
"the loss of independence" by Czechoslovakia, while at 
the same time "forgetting" to mention that the self-styled 
Western democracies had betrayed that country to Hitler. 

World reaction is attacking the decisions of the Crimean 
Conference most of all because they continue to play an 
important role in maintaining the peace, and because they 
have given Europe 40 years of peace after the war. In 
resolving specific matters concerning a territorial-political 
settlement and the laying down of a path to universal 
peace the Yalta Conference also laid the cornerstone for 
postwar development and for the policy of peaceful coexis- 
tence between states belonging to different social systems. 
Without peaceful coexistence it is impossible to conceive 
of any normal development of international life today. This 
point is becoming increasingly evident as time goes on. 
But it is precisely this that the advocates of social revenge 
from the imperialist camp find impossible to accept. 
Moreover, the people who are proposing to "do away with 
Yalta" are out of touch with reality. They are in no position 
to delete the Yalta decisions from history, though they are 
attempting to slur the Conference. At the same time, the 
Western campaign for the revision of frontiers which were 
established by Allied decisions at Yalta and Potsdam is 
extremely dangerous. The campaign has centred its attack 
on the borders between the Federal Republic of Germany 
and the German Democratic Republic, the borders of 
Poland, Czechoslovakia, the Soviet Union and several 
other states. And, of course, it is the US State Department 
that has been acting as instigator. Addressing the 
Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and Security- 
Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe in 1984, 
George Shultz, the US Secretary of State, said that the 
United States did not "recognise the legitimacy of the 
artificially imposed division of Europe". In other words, the 
USA refused to recognise the borders that now exist in 
Europe. He actually repeated this statement in a speech he 
made in San Francisco in February 1985. 

The scheming of West German revenge-seeking his- 
torians should be examined precisely in this context. They 
have not only tried to throw dirt at the Soviet Union, but 
have also accused the West German government of be- 
traying the interests of the German nation . Moreover, they 
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have demanded a revision of the decision on the Oder- 
Neisse frontier, which was recorded in the documents of 
the Yalta and Potsdam Conferences in 1 945. In the 1970s, 
the inviolability of this border was reaffirmed in the treaties 
West Germany signed with the USSR, Poland, the German 
Democratic Republic and Czechoslovakia. The neo-Nazis 
have been making wide use of the materials these his- 
torians have been supplying to publish all sorts of subver- 
sive leaflets. The authors of these leaflets have tried to 
prove that the activities of antisocialist saboteurs in Poland 
were evidence of the Polish state's inability to administer 
the east German lands. 

It is worth noting that while the US President was 
attempting to revise the decisions of the Yalta Conference, 
the Association of Germans from Silesia campaigned for 
their revenge-seeking "reunion" under the demagogic 
slogan: “After 40 years of expulsion Silesia remains our 
future home in a Europe of free peoples." Polish writers 
on international affairs have correctly pointed out: 

"Since Washington is eager to 'liberate' the Poles from 
socialism and the German revenge -seekers are threaten- 
ing the Polish Slask (Silesia), it is perfectly clear what the 
US President means by the erasion of political borders 
between the capitalist and socialist states. It means, in 
particular, the enslavement of Poland. This is precisely 
what the Fuhrer of the Nazi Reich sought to do in his day." 

The revenge -seeking campaign launched in West 
Germany against Czechoslovakia met with a timely and 
effective rebuff. In a statement published in June 1 984 the 
Czechoslovak Foreign Ministry stated that the Munich 
meeting of revenge-seekers from the Sudetenland (which 
was attended by the West German President and other 
members of the Bonn government) had questioned all 
treaties and agreements on the postwar settlement for 
Europe and rejected the principles laid down in the Final 
Act of the European Conference at Helsinki. In addition, 
the meeting openly threatened Czechoslovakia and its 
allies. The Czechoslovak Foreign Ministry pointed out that 
this aroused the grave concern and indignation of 
Czechoslovak public opinion. 

The fierce attacks launched by Western historians and 
newsmen against the Crimean Conference have contri- 
buted to the persistent and large-scale effort of imperialist 
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reactionaries to falsify the events of the Second World War, 
to adapt its history to suit the current political, military and 
ideological requirements of the USA and its NATO allies. 
This drive is spearheaded against the USSR and all other 
progressive forces all over the world. The attempts to falsify 
the history of the last war are also designed to bolster 
bourgeois concepts, to sap the mounting international 
prestige of Marxist-Leninist historical science and to pre- 
vent the public from discovering the truth about the im- 
mortal feat performed by the Soviet people in the war 
against fascism. 

It is important to emphasise that the controversy centring 
on the Yalta agreements has outgrown the framework of 
ideological confrontation. It now forms an organic com- 
ponent of the present political struggle between the two 
opposite social systems on the cardinal issues of war and 
peace. It is also obvious that by trying to revise the 
agreements made at Yalta the US ruling circles have sought 
to destabilise the situation in Europe and Asia and to create 
an atmosphere that would help inflame the seats of war in 
these regions. The purpose of these policies is not only anti- 
Soviet, it is also aimed at furthering their imperialist ends. 

No wonder the attempts to denigrate the decisions at 
Yalta have evoked a powerful rebuff on the part of all 
progressives and many realistically-minded historians in 
the West. They have been convincingly exposing the in- 
ventions of the reactionaries with regard to the Crimean 
Conference. They have made positive appraisals of its 
results and given a more objective account of Soviet 
foreign policy during the war. In an examination of the 
motives of Soviet foreign policy the American author 
Denna F. Fleming writes: 

"Their [Soviet peoples'J first driving and continuing 
motive was, and is, security. ... 

"Naturally this can never be done adequately by the 
well-fed American sitting in his undamaged home. He 
could understand fully only if the United States had been 
ravaged in the same way, from the Atlantic to the 
Mississippi... Only then could we really know how the 
Russians feel about their security from future attack 
through East Europe." 1 


1 D. Fleming, The Cold War and Its Origins, Vol. I, Allen and Unwin, 
London, 1961, pp. 252, 253. 
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Diane S. Clemens, another American historian, writes: 
"The Yalta Conference jjas been more condemned than 
commended by Western commentators. Under most of 
these condemnations lies the implicit and unexpressed 
premise that the Soviet Union is in essence evil, while the 
West embodies the virtues of the ages... The policies based 
on this ideological bent attributed false motives to the 
Soviet Union and created a situation in which the Soviet 
Union increasingly defended herself from Western 
hostility... 

'We are living with the problems of a world that did not 
benefit from the experience at Yalta. 

"It is perhaps relevant to ask what the world would 
have been like if the spirit of Yalta had triumphed." 1 

The Soviet Union has firmly adhered to the thesis 
voiced by the participants in the summit meeting at Yalta. 
They said then that only cooperation and understanding 
between the USSR, the USA and Great Britain, and also 
between all peaceloving peoples in the world would help 
realise mankind's supreme desire, namely a stable and 
lasting peace. 


1 D. Clemens, Yalta. Oxford University Press, New York, 1970, 
pp. 290-291. 


Abdulkhan AKHTAMZYAN, 

D.Sc. (History). Professor. Head of 
Chair at the Moscow State Institute of 
International Relations of the USSR 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 


DECISIONS OF THE CRIMEAN 
CONFERENCE AND PROBLEMS BEARING 
ON SECURITY AND COOPERATION 
BETWEEN STATES WITH DIFFERENT 
SOCIAL SYSTEMS 


The Crimean Conference played a special role not only 
in the history of the Second World War, but also in the 
history of contemporary international relations. It was pre- 
cisely this summit meeting between the USSR, the USA 
and Great Britain in February 1945 that laid the founda- 
tions for the kind of world mankind has been living in for 
the past four decades. It was precisely this Conference that 
worked out the principles governing the postwar settle- 
ment. Its participants reached agreement on a programme 
for a peace settlement, which was designed to abolish 
once and for all German fascism and militarism and to 
prevent the repetition of aggression from German soil in 

the future. .... „ 

The Conference of the Allies in the anti- Hitler coalition 
has gone down in the history of international relations and 
diplomacy as an outstanding event which confirmed the 
possibility and need for cooperation between states be- 
longing to different social systems, because they were 
united by common aims and interests. The summit hi®et* 
ings held during the Second World War, particularly the 
Teheran, Yalta and Potsdam Conferences which success- 
fully arrived at joint decisions, proved that this was a period 
of fruitful cooperation between the participating powers. 
Common interests made it possible not only to cooperate 
in defeating the aggressors, but also in finding solutions to 
problems bearing on the postwar settlement of wor 
affairs 

The very first press release on the Yalta Conference laid 
down in clear-cut terms the common aim for which it had 
been convocated. It said that the purpose of the particip- 
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ants was "to concert plans for completing the defeat of the 
common enemy and for building, with their Allies, firm 

foundations for a lasting peace. 1 finhtmr. 

Expressing the hopes of the peoples who were fighting 
against fascism for their national existence, the Soviet 
government sought to settle the issues concerning the 
ending of the war and organisation of the postwar wor d, 
together with the other member -states of the anti-Hitler 
coalition, in a spirit of understanding and cooperation. The 
establishment of a firm foundation for a lasting peace was a 
noble mission. It inspired the peoples and 9° vern V] e ^ ° f 
the Allied powers at the final stage of the Second World 
War. The Soviet programme for postwar cooperation natur- 
ally was based on the principles which had al [f. ady b ®® n 
declared and on the aims of the Great Patriotic War. At the 
same time, it took account of the successes the Soviet 
armed forces achieved in defeating the German army and in 
liberating other peoples from Nazi oppression, and also the 
practical contribution each member-state of the coalition 
had made to the common victory over the Axis powers. 

The programme for a postwar settlement which the 
Soviet side had prepared for the Crimean Conference was 
based on the need for the peoples, especially the peoples 
of Europe, to make joint efforts and to cooperate in ensur- 
ing the future peace. The decisions of the Crimean 
Conference were made on a long-term basis and con- 
sidered binding for an unlimited period of time. This point 
was made by the proposals of the Soviet delegation. They 

were designed to: ... , .. . „ 

eradicate completely German militarism and Nazism, 

to create conditions which would prevent for good the 
emergence of a threat of war from German soil, 

— ensure a fair territorial settlement for states that 
would make for a lasting peace and international security; 

— restore the independence of peoples that were vic- 
tims of Nazi aggression and occupation (Austria, 
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Poland, Albania, Greece, 
Belgium, the Netherlands, Denmark and other countries); 

— ensure the security of the states on the basis of a 
collective all- European system with the participation of the 
powers of the anti-Hitler coalition — the USSR, the USA 
and Great Britain, as well as France; 


1 Foreign Relations of the United States... p. 659. 
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— establish cooperation in the economic, political and 
cultural spheres on the basis of mutual trust and mutual 
assistance for the rehabilitation of the countries the Nazis 

had occupied and ravaged; . ... 

se t up an international security organisation that 

would ensure coordinated efforts and cooperation between 

^As the anti-Hitler coalition was being formed the parties 
worked out the treaty principles governing postwar 
cooperation. The Treaty between the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United Kingdom, signed m 
May 1 942, provided for cooperation not only in the war 
against Nazi Germany, but also after the war. The questions 
of postwar economic cooperation were also brought up in 
an agreement signed by the USSR and the USA .in | June 

1942 on the principles applying to mutual aid 
prosecution of the war against aggression. In December 

1943 the Soviet Union concluded a Treaty of Friendsh P, 
Mutual Assistance and Postwar CoNaboraUon w ,th the 
government of Czechoslovakia, and in December 1 944 a 
Treaty of Alliance and Mutual Assistance with France 
which also provided for cooperation after the war to 
prevent the re emergence of the threat f rom German so,l^ 

Towards the end of the Crimean Conference a Decla 
ration on Liberated Europe was issued. This document 
announced the joint action of the powers in solving on 
democratic principles the political and economic problems 
facing the liberated countries. 

The Soviet plan for the payment of re P® rrt J® ns 
imbued with the spirit of cooperation w'th the other 
powers of the anti-Hitler coalition. It clearly defined the 
principles governing the exaction and dlstribut '°J ° f re ^ 
ations. The fundamental principle was that the ^ates 
which bore the main burden of the war and made the 
biggest contribution to defeating the enemy should be 

given priority in [^^Jls^^eUSA IndGreat Britain. 
f The s n o d vieTTo 0 vtlen U t presented "Basic Princes of 
Exaction of Reparations from Germany H nrument set 
Secretary of State on February 7, 1 945. T matter The 
forth the Soviet government s proposals on the ™ a * t ®'/ 
Conference discussed it in detail. however, , paused 

ment only contained a provision that theda mage caused 
by Germany to the Allied Nations was to be compensated^ 
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"in kind to the greatest extent possible". A special commis- 
sion was established to look into the ways in which 
compensation could be made for damage and to determine 
the extent of such compensation. 1 i 

The Conference made a number of important decisions 
on the fundamentals of the postwar peace settlement and 
international cooperation. The decision to found a 
worldwide security organisation the United Nations— ■- 
was of particular importance. 

The final document of the Crimean Conference con- 
solidated the principles underlying Allied cooperation in 
pursuit of an early end to the war and of the establishment 
of sound foundations for a lasting peace. An analysis of the 
documents shows that the Allies worked out the formulae 
for cooperation and included them in the final document. 
They consisted of the following: 

— "close working partnership" between military 
bodies to bring about an early end to the war; 

— "concerting the policies" for the occupation of 
Germany to ensure control and coordinated administration; 

— agreed policy and joint action to resolve political 
and economic problems facing liberated Europe; 

— regular consultations, and, finally, 

— "unity of purpose and of action" in laying the 
foundations for a lasting peace. 

The measures to be taken with respect to German 
militarism were intended above all to prevent its rebirth and 
growing in strength. The participants in the Conference did 
not differ on this point. This was in the interests of all the 
European peoples. The agreement thus reached could have 
served as a reliable basis for further cooperation between 
the Allied powers in establishing peace after the war. 
However, the Western powers soon began to depart from 
the agreed policy. 

Though the Allied states shared common interests in 
the war against the aggressive bloc, their political aims at 
the Conference were not identical. The Soviet Union was 
sincere in its desire to work out with the Allies a pro- 
gramme for postwar cooperation that would provide for 
broad ties between the USSR, on the one hand, and the 
USA and Great Britain, on the other, which would rest on a 
long-term and mutually advantageous basis. In this pro- 


1 Foreign Relations of the United States..., p. 971. 
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aramme a major role was assigned to economic cooper- 
ation This programme was set forth in detail in a Soviet 
memorandum to the US government, dated January 3, 

1 Diverse sources reveal that as he started out to Yalta 
President Roosevelt set himself the aim of cementing 
understanding with Stalin. Moreover, he had formulated a 
concrete political programme: to discuss with the Soviet 
government the question regarding a worldwide security 
organisation and, first and foremost, to conclude with the 
USSR an agreement on its entry into the war against Japan 
upon cessation of hostilities in Europe. The US delegation 
expressed satisfaction with the adoption, through com- 
promise, of optimal decisions not only on an early end to 
the war, but also on a just postwar settlement. 

Addressing both chambers of the US Congress on 
March 1, 1945, on the results of the Yalta Conference, 
President Roosevelt clearly appraised the importance of the 
agreements reached. He said he was sure that under the 
agreements reached at Yalta, there will be a more stable 

political Europe than ever before' - 1 c *«t*sn:..e 

While the Conference was going on, Edward Ste t tin, us, 
the US Secretary of State, recorded in his notes that the 
whole spirit of the meeting was "most cooperative . n is 
book Roosevelt and the Russians. The Yalta Conference 
Edward Stettinius made a positive appraisal of the 
Conference from the standpoint of the USAs national 

interests. He wrote in part: . 

"It is a human frailty to forget too soon the circum- 
stances of past events, and the American people should 
remember that they were on the brink of disaster in 1944 It 
the Soviet Union had failed to hold on lts fr °^' th ® 
Germans would have been in a position to conquer Great 
Britain. They would have been able to overrun Africa too, 
and in this event they could have established a foothold in 

• This statement reflected not only the sentiment, but also 
the realistic approach US diplomacy displayed towards the 

results then achieved. .... „„.,kiichinn 

The Soviet Union acted as initiator in establishing 


i The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt. 1944-45. 

P ^Edward R. Stettinius, Roosevelt and the Russians. The Yalta 
Conference, Doubleday & Co. Inc., New York, 1949, p. 
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sound foundations for peace after the war. The major 
contribution which Soviet diplomacy made to the pro- 
gramme for a postwar peace settlement and the prevention 
of future wars reflected the USSR's increased role in the 
solution of problems concerning international relations and 
world politics. 

The decisions of the Crimean Conference should be 
examined in close connection with those of the Potsdam 
Conference. It should also be remembered that the Yalta 
Conference was the highest achievement secured by states 
belonging to different social -economic systems in pursuit 
of a policy of cooperation. At the same time, the 
Conference reflected the struggle between two opposing 
policies in world politics. This struggle determined the 
development of international relations after the war. 

As the current acute ideological and political struggle 
on questions concerning war and peace continues, 
frequent reference is made to the results of the Second 
World War and the decisions adopted at Yalta and 
Potsdam. For several years now the revenge-seekers in 
West Germany have been waging a mounting campaign 
against the decisions made at the Crimean and Potsdam 
Conferences. While relying on unrestrained militarisation, 
they are eager "peacefully" to revise the results of the 
greatest war of liberation fought in the history of mankind. 
The political aim of the state which regards itself as the 
legal successor to the German Reich "within the 1937 
frontiers" is, ostensibly, very simple: this state wants to 
create in Europe a kind of peace which would make it 
possible to revise the results of the Second World War. 
However, the doctrine of "German unity" or "represen- 
tation of all Germans", as put forward in the statements of 
certain politicians in Bonn, shall never acquire the force of 
international law because it flagrantly contradicts the doc- 
uments adopted by the USSR, the USA and Great Britain 
at Yalta and Potsdam and later endorsed by France. 

Some of the other Western countries have also at- 
tempted to distort the essence of the Yalta decisions. 
Bourgeois ideologists have tried to misinterpret the Yalta 
agreements as a "division of Europe", the erection of an 
"iron curtain", the appearance of a "Soviet threat" and 
"domination" by one power. These distortions have their 
origins in sinister Nazi propaganda. It was the Nazi ring- 
leaders that put these phrases into circulation soon after 
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the Crimean Conference. In his pretentious rag Reich 
Gobbels published, late in February 1945, an article in 
which he frightened the Germans with "destruction and 
annihilation" and the Europeans with an "iron curtain". 

The powers that participated in the Crimean Conference 
expressed their intentions in clear-cut terms. They said that 
they had no desire to destroy or enslave the German 
people. The occupation was to guarantee the fulfilment of 
the terms of unconditional surrender, the complete ab- 
olition of Nazism and militarism. However, the Western 
powers did not live up to their commitments. On the 
contrary, soon after the Yalta Conference Winston 
Churchill, the British Prime Minister, ordered his forces to 
collect and store the arms the Nazi Wehrmacht had laid 
down. His purpose was to re-issue them to the Nazis for 
use against the Soviet forces, if their advance should 
continue. One year later Churchill parroted the Nazi for- 
mula about the "iron curtain" to fan a cold war against the 
USSR 

Certain Western circles have for many years displayed a 
persistent desire to distort the essence of the Yalta 
doc i sion s 

Addressing the First UN General Assembly Session, 
John Foster Dulles, the US spokesman, remarked that there 
would be no retreat to the times of the Teheran, Yalta and 
Potsdam Conferences. 

The Yalta decisions were intended to pave the way for 
long-term cooperation not only between the participating 
powers, but also between other states. It is not the USSR s 
fault that the hopes of the peoples were dashed. The 
Western circles that hastened to isolate themselves from 
the socialist countries with an "iron curtain” and to un- 
leash a cold war against them are fully responsible for this. 
It was the USA's desire to achieve world domination that 
destroyed the spirit of cooperation which the Allies had 
established in their agreements. 

It was the Western powers, especially the USA, that 
abandoned the letter and spirit of the Yalta and Potsdam 
agreements. It was they who refused to honour the main 
commitment, namely to do away with not only Nazism, but 
also German militarism which was responsible for the 
preparation for, and unleashing of, the worst of all wars in 
the history of humanity. Here lies the essence of the 
question. 
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The German Reich crumbled in the flames of the 
Second World War. This is an indisputable historical fact. 
As a result of the socio-political division after the war, two 
German states have arisen on the smouldering ruins of the 
Nazi Reich. The birth and growth of the German 
Democratic Republic have resulted from the meticulous 
fulfilment of the Yalta and Potsdam decisions by the 
progressive circles of the German people. The socialist 
German state has turned its back on militarism and the 
predatory policies of German monopolies and big business 
for all time. It has joined the community of socialist states 
and has been confidently pursuing a policy of peace and 
friendship with all peoples (as envisaged by the Yalta and 
Potsdam decisions) for more than three and a half decades. 

After the war European and world politics attached the 
highest priority to the complete abolition of Nazism and 
curbing of German militarism as a pivotal task. However, 
the Western powers channeled the development of West 
Germany along a different line. They included West 
Germany in a military-political bloc, claiming they would 
effect control over and limit German military power. When 
the Western European Union was formed its architects 
formally provided for a special body — an Agency for the 
Control of Armaments — and banned the manufacture of 
certain weapons in West Germany. However, the fact is 
that these powers removed all restrictions from the manu- 
facture of arms as far back as the 1 960s. In the early 1 980s 
West Germany was permitted to build big warships and 
submarines. In the summer of 1984 the Western European 
Union passed a decision allowing West Germany to have 
"conventional offensive arms", such as strategic bombers 
and long-range missiles. This cannot be described as any- 
thing other than the encouragement of militarism in West 
Germany. 

Today, forty years after total defeat, militarist circles in 
West Germany claim that Germany still "exists within the 
1 937 frontiers". Furthermore, they have been laying ter- 
ritorial claims to other countries. Taken all together, these 
factors add up to nothing but revenge. The ruling circles in 
West Germany have given support to the revenge-seeking 
claims of different "landsmen's associations'. By doing so 
they are actually defying the political-territorial realities 
consolidated in treaties which West Germany concluded 
with the socialist countries in the 1970s. 
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The existence of two German states is just as indis- 
putable as the elimination of the Nazi Reich. It is a reality 
that has been recognised by practically all countries. Both 
German states are an inalienable element of the present 
European order which ensures peace for many peoples, 
and not only for the peoples of Europe. Touching upon this 
matter in late November 1984, Erich Honecker, General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the Socialist Unity 
Party of Germany, said: 

"As far as the German Democratic Republic is con- 
cerned, its activity is determined by a basic principle — to do 
our best to prevent, for all time, war starting from German 
soil/* 1 

In the 1970s the USSR, the Polish People's Republic, 
the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic and the German 
Democratic Republic signed a series of treaties with the 
Federal Republic of Germany. These treaties recognise the 
inviolability of the existing borders and state the refusal of 
the contracting parties to use force in mutual relations. 
These documents have thus paved the way for the normali- 
sation of the political climate and promotion of economic 
relations. It has become possible, on this basis, simul- 
taneously to admit both German states— the German 
Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of 
Germany — to UN membership. This is a political reality 
nobody can ignore. 

Ori the fortieth anniversary of the Yalta Conference 
President Reagan made a statement which was actually 
designed to do more than merely encourage the West 
German revenge-seekers. It added up to incitement. He 
irresponsibly questioned the legitimacy of the present polit- 
ical situation in Europe. He voiced his intention to bring 
about a revision of the agreements and decisions to which 
the leaders of the USSR, Great Britain and the USA had 
affixed their signatures. In addition, he declared his reso- 
lution to "undo" the existing "boundary" between what he 
termed "freedom" and "repression". What do these claims 
amount to? 

Their purpose is to destroy the foundation of the edifice 
in which the peoples live today. This is a most dangerous 
policy. 

In replying to the proposals to consign Yalta to the 


1 Neues Deutschland, November 23, 1984. 
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past" we would be right in saying that the Yalta 
Conference was an outstanding event in the history of 
international relations, foreign policy and diplomacy. Yalta 
stands not only for the past, but also for present-day 
political realities. It is inseparable from present-day political 
realities. The decisions adopted at Yalta are not subject to 
revision. They are of lasting importance. They ensure a 
peaceful future. 

The Western mass media have sought to contrast the 
Yalta and Potsdam agreements of 1 945 with the Final Act 
35 states adopted at Helsinki in 1 975. Such attempts are 
hopeless because the continuity of the aims and principles 
laid down in these historic documents is indisputable. The 
Yalta Conference laid the foundations for a postwar settle- 
ment for the world and the Helsinki Conference con- 
solidated the results achieved during the three postwar 
decades. 

The Crimean Conference was a point of departure for 
the rebirth of independent states not only in Eastern, but 
also in Western Europe. Thus, acting on Soviet initiative, 
the Yalta Conference passed fundamental decisions on the 
reintroduction of liberated France in European and world 
politics. It became a permanent member of the UN Security 
Council, though the USA actually displayed a negative 
attitude in this respect. 

The French bourgeois press published articles on the 
occasion of the 40th anniversary of the Yalta Conference 
which were hostile towards the USSR. Defying historical 
facts and outraging all sense of justice, the French bour- 
geois press has exhibited an attitude towards the USSR 
which is far from friendly. It is a historical fact that France 
was reborn as a great power only with the victory over 
fascism. And it was the heroic Soviet people that had made 
a decisive contribution to this victory. Far from prejudicing 
the interests of the French nation and state, the Yalta and 
Potsdam agreements in fact promoted them. Even today 
these agreements form the foundation of the peaceful order 
in Europe which Fighting France helped to create. The calls 
by certain irresponsible bodies in the press to "withdraw 
from Yalta" are hardly in the vital interests of France. 

The Yalta decisions set forth the democratic principles 
for the settlement for Europe. The Declaration on Liberated 
Europe clearly stated: 

"The establishment of order in Europe and the rebuild- 
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mn of national economic life must be achieved by pro- 
cessed which will enable the liberated P e °P>M to destroy 
fhe last vestiges of Nazism and Fascism and to create 

democratic institutions of their own choice European 
At the Conference in Helsinki in 1975 the P 

states reborn within the postwar borders, W °? ed t hP nrin d 
formulated together with the USA and Canada, the p 
cbdes govern ing relations between them. These principles 
are in Full accord with the spirit and letter of the dec'sions 
made at Yalta and Potsdam, with the principles and aims 
the UN Among the fundamental principles of interstate 
relations laid down in the Final Act the gncjla^ 
violable borders established as a result of the Seco 
World War has been consolidated. 

W Sober-minded Western leaders know only too wd 
what danaer the rebirth of pan-Germanism, the spirit o 
mjengeand .he proposa, to tavise .he pol«al-.e,r^,al 
realities in Europe pose. In September 1984, Giulio 

Andreotti, the Italian Foreign Minister, ® X ^cal circled 
that reflected the fears of wide European political circles. 
He iid^ha. when the Yalta agreements were put into 
auestion it was more dangerous than nuclear tfockpiles. 
Bonn was more than irritated. It responded with an official 
diplomatic demarche to the Italian Foreign Minister s state- 
ment But it should be stressed that the calls of some 
Western politicians to "overcome" Yalta are tota J!Y u f "_ 
tenable, because the Yalta decisions laid the f ° u " dat '°" f ° r 
the building of peace and cooperation in which the peo 
pies live today. To undermine this foundation would mean 
to destroy the European edifice of peace. Andrei Gromy o. 
First ^Deputy Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers 

and Soviet Foreign Minister, has said: foundation 

-Only shortsighted people can dig at J h ®J°“ nd f 
which has supported European and world peace or the 
last 40 years and attempt to question the historic YaLa a 

"^For^ouT decades the Yalta and Potsdam agreements 
have been serving their most important P ur P° s f nt ^ t ._® a ^ 
source of present-day international law, the international 
legal norms and institutions that have fruitfully developed 


1 Foreign Relations of the United States..., p. 972. 

2 La Republica, September 15, 1984. 
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over the past few decades. They have helped to curb the 
forces of aggression and militarism and tied the hands of 
revenge-seekers of all hues. They constitute a reliable basis 
for relations between states not only in Europe, but also 
throughout the world. 


1 


Leonid KUTAKOV, 

D. Sc. (History), Professor at the 
Diplomatic Academy of the USSR 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 


THE CRIMEAN CONFERENCE AND THE 
PROBLEMS OF THE FAR EAST 


In comparison with other decisions adopted at the Yalta 
Conference, it seems that those concerning the problems 
of the Far East are now the most grossly distorted. For 
instance, some people in Japan try to assert that the Yalta 
agreements are not binding on Japan since it did not take 
part in the Conference. Japanese politicians and lawyers 
shut their eyes to the fact that, according to international 
law, decisions with respect to the aggressor country at the 
time of military operations can be taken without the par- 
ticipation of the country concerned. 

Another group of Japanese politicians and researchers 
allege that the Soviet Union's entry into the war against 
Japan was a violation of the Soviet-Japanese Neutrality 
Pact signed on April 1 3, 1 941, and consequently the USSR 
has no right to treat Japan as a defeated aggressor country. 

In 1 956, i.e. eleven years after the Yalta Conference, the 
US Department of State declared that it considered the 
Yalta agreements as simply a declaration of the general 
aims of the participating countries, and so on. Japanese 
and American diplomats and researchers look for dis- 
crepancies in the wording of the text of the agreement in 
order to justify the territorial claims which Japan is making 
towards the Soviet Union for part of the Kuril Islands. With 
the same aim in view they try to interpret the texts of the 
postwar agreements to suit themselves and to falsify his- 
torical facts. 

It is therefore necessary to delve back into the history of 
the Yalta Conference and to consider those preconditions 
which determined the just and fair nature of the agree- 
ments adopted at this Conference. 
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From the moment the United States entered the Second 
World War, the US Administration insisted on the Soviet 
Union's participation in the war in the Pacific. President 
Roosevelt repeatedly raised this question in his messages 
to Stalin. 1 Cordell Hull, US Secretary of State, did the same 
in his talks with the Soviet Ambassador to Washington 
Andrei Gromyko. 2 At the Teheran Conference (November 
28— December 1 , 1 943) between the heads of state of the 
Soviet Union, the United States and the United Kingdom, 
Roosevelt again proposed that the Soviet Union take part 
in the war against Japan. The United States and Britain 
had no hopes of winning a war against Japan quickly with 
their forces alone. 

At the British-American negotiations in Cairo in 
November 1943 the sides discussed the landing of their 
troops in Japan which was to take place only in the second 
half of 1 946 or in early 1 947. They also anticipated difficult 
battles with heavy losses after landing. According to 
American estimates these losses were to come to a million 
people. The task of defeating Japan's powerful armed 
forces in China and Korea was no less daunting. The Soviet 
Un’on's participation in the defeat of militarist Japan 
changed the situation. That is why Roosevelt displayed 
such an interest in this participation. 

When considering this question, the Soviet delegation 
based itself on the premise that during the Great Patriotic 
War Japan blatantly violated Articles 1 and 2 of the 
Neutrality Pact of April 13, 1941, which contained the 
mutual obligation by the sides to respect each others 
territorial integrity and inviolability and to maintain neu- 
trality in. the event of a war against other countries. 
However, Japan openly sided with Germany in its aggres- 
sion against the Soviet Union and was itself preparing to 
attack the Soviet Union, at the same time concentrating a 
million-strong Kwangtung army on Soviet borders, which 
forced the USSR to keep from 32 to 59 divisions in the Far 
East which would have been extremely useful on the 
Soviet-German Front. 


1 Correspondence Between the Chairman of the Council of Ministers 
of the USSR and the Presidents of the United States and Prime Ministers 
of Great Britain During the Great Patriotic War of 1941-1 945, Progress 
Publishers, Moscow, 1976. Vol. II, pp. 21-22. 29-30. 

2 The Memoirs of Cordell Huff. Hodder & Stoughton, London, 1948, 
Vob II. pp. 1111-1112 
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The military agreement signed by Germany, Italy and 
Japan on January 18, 1942, presupposed that the zone ^of 
Japan's military operations included, in addition to other 
areas the territory of the Asian continent to the East of the 
70 ° longitude, i.e the Soviet territory almost from the Urals 
to the Pacific. Such moves on the part of Japan in fact 
signified the annulment of the Neutrality Pact. The Sov e 
Union also took into account that Japan was at war with 
Soviet Allies. These were the considerations which 
prompted the Soviet government to give a positive re- 
sponse to the US proposal on the Soviet Union s entry into 

,he The' Teheran ^Conference was preceded by a meeting 
between Roosevelt, Churchill and Chiang Kai-Shek in 
Cairo in November 1943. They adopted a d^laration 
which stated that the purpose of th e United States B 
and China was to strip Japan of all the elands in 
Pacific which she has seized or occupied since the begin 
ning of the First World War in 1914, and that all the 
territories Japan has stolen from the Chinese ., shall be 
restored to the Republic of China_ Japan will also be 
expelled from all other territories which she has taken by 

violence and greed." 1 ■ , n„;„ n 'c on *r« 

With regard to the question of the Soviet Union s entry 
into the war against Japan, Joseph Stalin, the head o 
Soviet delegation at the Teheran Conference , ,m h.s talk 
with the leaders of the United States and Great Britain 
raised the question of transferring to the Soviet Union 
control over the straits leading to the Soviet Fai r East, 

which inevitably presupposed the res l° rat, °" ?Jan d 

Union's right to the southern part of the Sakhalin Island 

and the Kuril Islands. Roosevelt res PO" d ^ Q 5 a ^ our f^' v h t ° 
the Soviet position and on January 12, 1945, made his 
stand clear to the representatives of the other Allied powers 
at the session of the Pacific War Council. 

The Soviet Union's demand with respect to the south 
ern part of Sakhalin and the Kuril Islands was based-on its 
historic rights to these territories and stemmed from the 
problems of ensuring the country s security. The fleoflraph- 
ic location of the Kuril Islands makes them an o^post in 
defending the Far Eastern coast, for they are the natural 


i Foreign Relations of the United States. Diplo'vatic Papers. The 
Conferences at Cairo and Teheran. Washington, 1961, pp. 448-449 
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continuation of the Russian territory into the Pacific. The 
Soviet Union needs them to ensure access to the ocean 
and links with the Kamchatka and Chukchi Peninsulas. The 
Russian people have made great efforts to develop the Kuril 
Islands, which has cost them many sacrifices and great 
expense. 

The islands were so called by Russian researchers for 
their constantly smoking volcanoes (from the Russian 
"kurit” — to smoke). The Russian origin of the name is 
recognised by Japanese scientists as well. 

Russians visited the Kuril Islands and Sakhalin for the 
first time during the first half of the 17th century. There is 
evidence that Russians sailed along the coasts of 
Kamchatka and the Kurils as far back as the second half of 
the 16th century, while no information is available regard- 
ing foreign seafarers visiting these parts at that time. 
Japanese historical literature also mentions the discovery 
of the Kuril Islands by the Russians in the 1640s. The first 
Kuril Islands were marked on the 1667 map of Siberia, 
while in 1 692 all of the Kuril Islands were mapped. So there 
is no doubt that the Kurils were discovered by Russians. 

The 18th-century maps of the Chukchi and Kamchatka 
Peninsulas and the Kuril Islands were based on the infor- 
mation about Kamchatka and the Kurils collected by 
Russians in 1695 and 1697. 

When the Kuril Islands were discovered by Russians 
they, as well as Sakhalin, were inhabited by Ainus as well 
as by such Siberian peoples as Nivkhs (Gilyaks), Orochis, 
Evenks and Itelmens, which together formed the indigen- 
ous population. The kinship between the inhabitants of the 
Kuril Islands and Sakhalin and the people living on the 
mainland can be proved by the similarity in the language, 
traditions, customs, culture and anthropological appear- 
ance. After 1711 the population of the northern Kuril 
Islands were granted Russian citizenship. 

The Kuril Islands were free of the Japanese, and the 
Russians were not only the first to discover and map them 
(these maps were being widely used both in Russia and in 
Western Europe) but in fact were the first to claim posses- 
sion of these islands. .. 

In the mid -1 8th century Russians systematically 
explored the Kuril Islands up to the Hokkaido Island, n 
1738 and 1739 M. Spanberg, a member of Vitus Bering s 
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Arctic expedition, explored all the Kuril Islands and gave 
them Russian names. 

According to Spanberg, the southern islands were in- 
habited by the same peoples as the northern ones and 
Kamchatka. Through an interpreter, they told Spanberg 
that only the Matsumae Island (Hokkaido) was under 
Japanese rule. This information supplied by Spanberg once 
again confirmed that the Kuril Islands, including those of 
the lesser Kuril chain, did not belong to Japan. 

From the second half of the 1 8th century onwards the 
inhabitants of all the Kuril Islands became Russian citizens. 
In 1778-1779, the annexation of the Kurils to Russia was 
completed. 

However, in spite of that the Japanese started to ex- 
plore the southern Kuril Islands. This was admitted on 
numerous occasions both by Japanese and American re- 
searchers, from the late 1 9th century to the present day. For 
instance, Yoshimitsu Koriyama, Professor of Kagoshima 
University who published his monograph in 1980, admits 
that in the latter half of the 18th century the Japanese 
authorities had no clear idea either about the Kuril Islands 
as a whole or the northern boundaries of Japanese territory 
in general. He mentions, for example, that a Japanese 
government official who was a member of an expedition to 
the southern Kurils in 1785-1786 described Iturup Island 
in his report to the government as foreign territory and 
stated that not a single official representative from Japan 
had ever visited this island. At that time, i.e. in the 18th 
century, the Japanese government considered not only the 
Kurils, but also the northern part of Hokkaido Island as 
foreign territory. 1 

In 1799, several decades after the southern Kurils were 
joined to Russia and twelve years after the inhabitants of 
Kunashir Island became Russian citizens, the Japanese 
government sent officials there “to discover the island". A 
year previously, a Japanese detachment had destroyed 
Russian crosses on Urup Island in the southern part of the 
Kurils. 

In 1800, Japanese officials arrived at Iturup Island and 
built an office and mounted a pole in one of its bays; the 
latter was to signify the annexation of the island to Japan. 


1 Y. Koriyama, A Study of Japanese- Russian Relations in the 
Bakumatsu Period. Tokyo, 1 980, pp. 231, 31 9, 320 (retranslated from the 
Russian). 
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Soon afterwards, the Japanese posted a military con- 
tinaent there. Russia considered all these actions illegal. 
Therefore, in 1807, an expedition of Russian sailors de- 
stroyed the Japanese settlements on the Kurils and 

southern Sakhalin. t . 

The inhabitants of the Kuril Islands looked upon the 
Russians as protectors. So it is only natural that they 
displayed friendly feelings towards Russians, which is 
noted by all travellers who visited the islands. When they 
encountered foreign seafarers, the inhabitants of the Kurils 
produced the certificate with the emblem of the Russian 
Empire in which it was stated that the islands were under 
the protection of the Russian government. 

Taking advantage of the fact that Russia's position in 
the Far East had been weakened as a result of the Crimean 
War fought against Britain, France and Turkey, the 
Japanese, at the talks in 1854-1855, forced upon Russia a 
point concerning its borders with Japan in the Kuril Islands 
which was highly unfavourable for Russia. 

Russia was forced to cede the southern part of the Kuril 
Islands to Japan, in spite of the fact that this territory had 
long been developed by the Russians and was an in- 
alienable part of the Kuril Islands. Since 1 981 , the anniver- 
sary of the day when this agreement on trade and seafaring 
was signed in the city of Shimoda— January 26 (February 
7, New Style), 1855 — is observed in Japan as the Day of 
the Northern Territories. This is intended to incite revanch- 
ist sentiments among the Japanese people. 

Japan also put forward territorial claims with respect to 
Sakhalin which also belonged to Russia, for it was first 
discovered and developed by Russians. In this instance, 
too, the tsarist government made concessions: it agreed to 
leave Sakhalin "undivided" between Russia and Japan. 
Such a decision on the part of the tsarist government was 
prompted by its hopes to develop good-neighbourly re- 
lations with Japan. 

Japan was eager to use for its own benefit the weak- 
ness of Russia's position in the Far East since Russia s main 
interests lay in Europe. On April 25 (May 7, New Style), 
1875, Russia and Japan signed the St. Petersburg Treaty 
according to which Japan renounced its claims t*o Sakhalin 
in exchange for the Kuril Islands. The tsarist government 
was forced to agree to these conditions for its attention 
was centred on Europe and the Near East where it was 
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threatened with a military conflict.* By giving up the Kuril 
Islands the tsarist government hoped to stabilise relations 
with Japan which threatened Russia's territorial integrity in 
the Far East. However, these hopes did not materialise. 

In 1 904, Japan treacherously attacked Russia. The Kuril 
Islands this time served as a base of military oP® r 5* 10 ^ 
against Russia— from them Japanese troops landed on 

Ka H russ^ a^u ff ered a defeat in this war and was compelled 
to sign the predatory Portsmouth agreement. According to 
Sis Vement. the Japanese militants, who already had 
the Kuril Islands, received the southern part of Sakhalin 
Island, which had belonged to Russia from time 
morial and which was the most important Russian outoost 
in the Pacific. By attacking Russia, Japan broke the 185b 
and 1875 Treaties which envisaged the maintenance of 
qood -neighbourly and friendly relations between the two 
Countries The Shimoda Treaty of 1 855 said: From now on 
let there be stable peace and genuine friendship between 
Russia and Japan." The St. Petersburg Treaty of 1875 
stated the consolidation of mutual concord to be a funcia- 

me By breaking the 1855 and 1875 Treaties Japan lost all 
moral and legal right to refer to them in its cla*ms. 

Japan turned the Kuril Islands and Southern Sakhalin 
into a powerful springboard for attacks and seizures on the 
Assian continent and in the Pacific. It was from the KurU 
Islands that on November 26, 1 941 , the Japanese attacked 
Pearl Harbor, a US naval base. The Kuril Islands and 
Southern Sakhalin also served as a base for Japanese 
warships which attacked Soviet merchant ships off the i har 
Eastern coasts during the Great Patriotic War against Nazi 

The large-scale Soviet offensive in early 1 945 in Europe 
demonstrated that the day was not far off when Nazi 
Germany would be utterly defeated. Japan was next. The 
US military command demanded that the US government 
take resolute measures to speed up the Soviet Union s 
entry into the war against Japan. According to estimates 
made by the Chiefs of Staff in the United States and 
Britain, without Soviet help it would have taken them 
another 1 8 months to defeat Japan. This much is admitted 


• The year 1877 saw the beginning of the Russo-Turkish war. 
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in an official publication by the US Department of State, 
which says: 

"Basic principles regarding our policy toward Russia's 
entry in the war against Japan are: (1) We desire Russian 
entry at the earliest possible date..." 1 

The news in August 1 945 of the development of the 
first atom bomb being completed did not change the 
opinion of US military and political leaders in this respect. 

On February 8, 1945, during the Yalta Conference, 
Stalin and Roosevelt discussed the political conditions 
regarding the Soviet Union's entry into the war against 
Japan. Roosevelt agreed to the conditions put forward by 
the Soviet side. In particular, he said "he felt that there 
would be no difficulty whatsoever in regard to the southern 
part of Sakhalin and the Kuril Islands going to Russia at the 
end of the war." 2 

Churchill was also of the opinion that everything that 
Japan captured during the Russo-Japanese war of 1904- 
1905 should be given back to Russia. 3 On February 11, 
1 945, an agreement of the Three Great Powers concerning 
Far Eastern matters was adopted. 

The Yalta Agreement stipulated that the Soviet Union 
would enter the war against Japan on the side of the Allies 
on certain conditions in two or three months after the 
surrender of Germany and the end of the war in Europe. 
Concerned over the sovereignty and independence of the 
Mongolian People's Republic, the Soviet Union insisted on 
the inclusion into the Agreement of the clause on the 
preservation of the status quo, i.e. the independence of the 
Mongolian People's Republic proclaimed in 1921. This 
was important so as to safeguard Mongolia from any 
claims made by China, which, as is known, did not recog- 
nise the sovereignty of the Mongolian state. The other 
clauses envisaged that "the former rights of Russia 
violated by the treacherous attack of Japan in 1 904 shall 
be restored", viz: the southern part of Sakhalin as well as all 
the adjacent islands must be returned to the Soviet Union; 
the internationalisation of the port of Dairen (Dalny); the 
restoration of the lease on Port Arthur as a Soviet naval 
base, and joint Soviet-Chinese operation of the Chinese- 


1 Foreign Relations of the United States..., p. 392. 

2 Ibid., p. 768. 

3 Winston Churchill, The Second World War, London, 1 950, Vol. 6, 
p. 341. 
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Eastern Railway and the South -Manchurian Railway. The 
third clause envisaged that "the Kuril Islands shall be 
handed over to the Soviet Union". 1 

The stylistic differences in the wording of the clauses 
concerning the "return" to the Soviet Union of the south- 
ern part of Sakhalin and the "handing over" to it of the 
Kuril Islands are now being arbitrarily interpreted in Japan 
as a temporary measure during a period of military occu- 
pation. The above-mentioned statements by Roosevelt and 
Churchill prove that the American, British and Soviet sides 
interpreted these clauses in the same way — as giving back 
to the Soviet Union the territories which had been seized 
by Japan. 

Thus, in February 1945 the governments of the United 
States and Britain admitted that the restoration of the 
historic rights of the Soviet Union to the Kuril Islands and 
the southern part of Sakhalin would contribute to the 
consolidation of peace in the postwar period and to se- 
curity in the Pacific. The decision of the Yalta Conference 
on the complete and absolute transfer of the Kuril Islands 
to the Soviet Union and the return of the southern part of 
Sakhalin formed the basis for the adoption of the Potsdam 
Declaration of the United States, the United Kingdom and 
China on July 26, 1945, to which the Soviet Union 
acceded. The Declaration said that "...Japanese sov- 
ereignty shall be limited to the islands of Honshu, 
Hokkaido, Kyushu, Shikoku and such minor islands as we 
determine." This was incorporated in the Yalta Agreement 
and was explained in the document issued by the US 
Administration on September 23, 1945, and entitled "the 
United States Initial Post-Surrender Policy for Japan". 

The Soviet Union fulfilled its obligations under the 
Yalta Agreement by entering the war against Japan within 
the period of time set by the Agreement. The defeat of the 
Japanese troops by the Soviet armed forces speeded up 
..Japanese surrender. By signing the Act of Surrender, 
Japan undertook to fulfill the conditions of the Potsdam 
Declaration which was inseparably linked with the pre- 
vious decisions made by the Allied Powers. 

In his statement at a press conference on January 26, 
1 946, James Byrnes, US Secretary of State, said that the 
Yalta Agreement presupposed the transfer of the Kuril 


’ Foreign Relations of the United States..., p. 984. 
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Islands to the Soviet Union and that the peace treaty was 
necessary in order to formalise the transfer of the islands to 
the Soviet Union. 

In accordance with the Potsdam Declaration and the 
Yalta Agreement, a special Directive, No. 677, was issued 
by the staff of the US occupation troops to the Japanese 
government on January 29, 1946. It stated that the Kuril 
Islands had been removed from the jurisdiction of the 
Japanese government. 

In September 1 951 a peace conference was held in San 
Francisco. Article 2 of the agreement signed at this con- 
ference by the USSR's Allies in the Second World War and 
by Japan itself stated: 

"Japan renounces all right, title and claim to the Kuril 
Islands, and to that portion of Sakhalin and the islands 
adjacent to it over which Japan acquired sovereignty as a 
consequence of the Treaty of Portsmouth of September 5, 
1905." 1 

The Soviet Union, firmly guided in its relations with 
Japan by the principles of good-neighbourliness and 
peaceful cooperation, made every effort to achieve a just 
and harmonious settlement of all postwar problems arising 
between the two countries. 

The Soviet-Japanese negotiations, held in Moscow 
from October 13 to 19, 1956, culminated in the signing of 
a Joint Declaration between the USSR and Japan which 
envisaged the restoration of diplomatic relations between 
the two countries. In compliance with Japan's wishes and 
taking Japanese interests into consideration, the Soviet 
Union agreed to transfer to Japan the islands of the lesser 
Kuril chain on condition that the actual transfer would take 
place after the conclusion of a peace treaty. 

However, Japan deliberately delayed the conclusion of 
a peace treaty by putting forward unjustified territorial 
claims not only for the islands of the lesser Kuril group, but 
for the islands of Iturup and Kunashir in the main chain as 
well. 

In 1956, in an attempt to prevent the normalisation 
of Soviet-Japanese relations, the United States sent the 
government of Japan a memorandum in which it tried to 


’ Conference for the Conclusion and Signature of the Treaty of Peace 
with Japan, San Francisco, California, September 4-8, 1951, Record of 
Proceedings, Washington, 1951, p. 314. 


90 


distort the international agreements drawn up during and 
after the war. As already mentioned, it was stated in the 
Memorandum that the United States viewed the Yalta 
Agreement simply as a declaration of the general aims of 
the participating countries and not as a final and legally 
binding decision of these powers on territorial issues. 
Moreover, the Memorandum contained an allegation that 
the islands of Iturup and Kunashir, as well as the islands of 
the lesser Kuril chain, should be considered as territory 
belonging to Japan. 

The tendentious review of the American position eleven 
years later has not changed the actual state of affairs: 
Article 2 of the San Francisco Agreement remained in force 
and, according to this Article, Japan gave up its rights and 
claims to the whole of the Kuril islands. 

In 1960 Japan violated the conditions of the Joint 
Declaration of 1956 which envisaged development of 
mutual understanding and cooperation in the interests of 
peace and security and concluded a military treaty with the 
United States, which was directed against the Soviet 
Union. This has greatly complicated Soviet-Japanese 
relations. 

While stepping up a campaign of territorial claims 
towards the Soviet Union, Japan insisted that the islands 
of the lesser Kuril chain, as well as the islands of Iturup and 
Kunashir, were not included in the concept "the Kuril 
Islands" which were transferred to the Soviet Union in 
accordance with the Yalta Agreement of 1945 and which 
Japan had surrendered by signing the San Francisco 
Agreement in 1 951 . 

In fact, for almost three centuries the Kuril Islands were 
viewed as a single whole. The authors of Japanese his- 
torical and geographical publications before the war were 
of the same opinion. 

In correspondence between the Soviet government and 
the US Administration, which up to 1956 unconditionally 
recognised the Yalta Agreement, there is no sign of any 
difference in views with regard to the question of the Kuril 
Islands' belonging to the Soviet Union. On August 16, 
1945, in a message to President Truman, concerning the 
original variant of the "General Order No. 1" of the 
Commander-in-Chief on the details of the Japanese 
troops' surrender, Joseph Stalin proposed "to include in 
the area to be surrendered by the Japanese armed forces to 
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the Soviet troops all the Kuril Islands which, according to 
the Three-Power decision taken in the Crimea, are to pass 
into the possession of the Soviet Union". In an answer to 
this message Truman wrote on August 18, 1 945: 

"I agree to your request to modify General Order 
Number 1 to include all the Kuril Islands in the area to be 
surrendered to the Commander-in-Chief of the Soviet 
Forces in the Far East." 1 

Thus, both the Soviet and US governments considered 
the Kuril Islands which were to be transferred to the Soviet 
Union as a single whole. While exchanging notes in the 
process of drafting a Treaty of Peace with Japan the United 
States and the Soviet Union in various languages used the 
concept "the Kuril Islands" in one sense only— as the entire 
Kuril chain. 

A few years later, at the San Francisco Conference in 
September 1 951, and in a discussion of the San Francisco 
Peace Treaty in the US Senate and Japanese Parliament, in 
all the documents and in a variety of languages, the sides 
used the term "the Kuril Islands" as a single concept, 
without distinguishing the islands of the lesser Kuril chain 
and the main Kuril chain (which includes Iturup and 
Kunashir). 

In 1952 the Japanese Parliament ratified the San 
Francisco Treaty, thus acknowledging that the Kuril 
Islands, which Japan had surrendered in accordance with 
the Treaty, included not only the northern Kurils but the 
southern islands of Kunashir and Iturup as well. 

Thus, the territorial problems between the USSR and 
Japan had been resolved by the Yalta Agreement and other 
international treaties. Consequently, the Soviet Union has 
declared on various occasions, including at the summit 
level, that there are no "unresolved territorial issues” 
between the Soviet Union and Japan. However, the 
Japanese ruling circles have put forward territorial claims 
towards the Soviet Union and organised a campaign for a 
revision of the war-time and postwar agreements. 

In its illegal territorial claims Japan seeks the support of 
other countries, and it is not unsuccessful. For instance, 
Shintaro Abe, Japan's Minister of Foreign Affairs, an- 
nounced on October 9, 1984, that during a meeting with 
Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko, US Secretary of 


1 Correspondence ... Op. cit., Vol. II, pp. 254, 255. 
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State George Shultz expressed his support for the 

Japanes^jj^pts ^ j a p an anc | jt$ supporters, including the 
United States, to revise the Yalta Agreement and other 
war-time and postwar agreements have the intention of 
disrupting the established postwar order in the Far East and 
at aggravating the international situation in Asia. But they 
have no chance of success. 


Annex 


COMMUNIQUE OF THE CRIMEAN 
CONFERENCE OF THE HEADS OF 
GOVERNMENT OF THE THREE ALLIED 
POWERS— THE SOVIET UNION, THE 
UNITED STATES AND GREAT BRITAIN 


For the past eight days, Winston S. Churchill, Prime Minister of 
Great Britain, Franklin D. Roosevelt, President of the United 
States of America, and Marshal J. V. Stalin, Chairman of the 
Council of People's Commissars of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics have met with the Foreign Secretaries, Chiefs of Staff 
and other advisors in the Crimea. 

In addition to the three Heads of Government, the following 
took part in the Conference: 

For the Soviet Union: 

V. M. Molotov, People's Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the 
USSR; 

Admiral Kuznetsov, People's Commissar for the Navy; 

Army General Antonov, Deputy Chief of the General Staff of 
the Red Army; 

A. Ya. Vyshinski, Deputy People's Commissar for Foreign 
Affairs of the USSR; 

I. M. Maisky, Deputy People's Commissar for Foreign Affairs of 
the USSR; 

Air Marshal Khudyakov; 

F. T. Gusev, Ambassador in Great Britain; 

A. A. Gromyko, Ambassador in USA. 

For the United States of America: 

Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., Secretary of State; 

Fleet Admiral William D. Leahy, USN, Chief of Staff to the 
President; 

Harry L. Hopkins, Special Assistant to the President; 

Justice James F. Byrnes, Director, Office of War Mobilisation; 

General of the Army George C. Marshall, USA, Chief of Staff, 
US Army; 

Fleet Admiral Ernest J. King, USN, Chief of Naval Operations 
and Commander-in-Chief, US Fleet; 

Lieutenant-General Brehon B. Somervell, Commanding 
General, Army Service Forces; 
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Vice Admiral Emory S. Land, War Shipping Administrator; 
Major-General L. S. Kuter, USA, Staff of Commanding General, 
US Army Air Forces; 

W. Averell Harriman, Ambassador to the USSR; 

H. Freeman Matthews, Director of European Affairs, State 

Department; , Arx . 

Alger Hiss, Deputy Director, Office of Special Political Affairs, 

Department of State; 

Charles E. Bohlen, Assistant to the Secretary of State, together 
with political, military and technical advisors. 

For the United Kingdom: 

Anthony Eden, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs; 

Lord Leathers, Minister of War Transport; 

Sir A. Clark Kerr, H. M. Ambassador at Moscow; 

Sir Alexander Cadogan, Permanent Under Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs; 

Sir Edward Bridges, Secretary of the War Cabinet; 

Field Marshal Sir Alan Brooke, Chief of the Imperial General 
Staff; 

Marshal of the Royal Air Force Sir Charles Portal, Chief of the 
Air Staff; 

Admiral of the Fleet Sir Andrew Cunningham* First Sea Lord; 
General Sir Hastings Ismay, Chief of Staff to the Minister of 
Defence, 

together with % 

Field Marshal Alexander, Supreme Allied Commander, 
Mediterranean Theatre; 

Field Marshal Wilson, Head of the British Joint Staff Mission at 
Washington; 

Admiral Somerville, Joint Staff Mission at Washington, to- 
gether with military and diplomatic advisors. 

The following statement is made by the President of the United 
States of America, the Chairman of the Council of People's 
Commissars of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the 
Prime Minister of Great Britain on the results of the Crimean 
Conference: 


I 

THE DEFEAT OF GERMANY 

We have considered and determined the military plans of the 
Three Allied powers for the final defeat of the common enemy. 
The military staffs of the Three Allied nations have met in daily 
meetings throughout the Conference. These meetings have been 
most satisfactory from every point of view and have resulted in 
closer coordination of the military effort of the Three Allies than 
ever before. The fullest information has been interchanged. The 
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timing, scope and coordination of new and even mnr« r^>. i . 
blows to be launched by our armies and air forees^nto E^ U J 
of Germany from the East. West, North and South have beS» & 
agreed and planned in detail. e been fu,| V 

Our combined military plans will be made known onlv ac 
execute them but we believe that the very close workina oartn^ 
ship among the three staffs attained at this Conference w5?!2i 
in shortening the war. Meetings of the three staffs J,hm£ 
continued in the future whenever the need arises. ** 

Nazi Germany is doomed. The German people will onlv m ,i,„ 
the cost of their defeat heavier to themselves by attemptina tn 
continue a hopeless resistance. p 


II 

THE OCCUPATION AND CONTROL OF GERMANY 

We have agreed on common policies and plans for enforcinn 
the unconditional surrender terms which we shall impose to 9 
gether on Nazi Germany after German armed resistance hff li° 

finaldefeat oTg TheSe wil1 not be mad e known until the 

final defeat of Germany has been accomplished. Under the aareed 

S the forces of the Three Powers will each occupy a JSlH 

zone of Germany. Coordinated administration and control has 

rnmm? rOVlded f ° r under th ® plan throu 9 b a central Control 
Pnw^i 1 fc, nS '5 tm9 ° f the Su P reme Commanders of the Three 
Powers with headquarters in Berlin. It has been aareed th* 
France should be invited by the Three Powers, if she^hould M 
desire, to take over a zone of occupation, and to participate as a 
fourth member of the Control Commission. The lS of the 

thfoua h^tlipi^ 1 be 39reed . by ,he four governments concerned 
Commissiorl 6 f I*™**™* the European Advisor, 

Nazism 0 a U nrt tll e i ble P T°¥ to des,roy German militarism and 
Hit,, k d 1 ® ns Y r ® that Germany will never again be able to 

d sband a" Gefm.n the ??' “ We 3re d^rmined 9 to disarm and 

General StoffTE? t? forces - break U P tor all time the German 
Gprmln m f t” h has r ®P eated| y contrived the resurgence of 
SenT elimS nSm; remo Y e destroy all German military equip- 
formilS dr^Irt^n K a G ': man indust ry that could be used 
Dunishmpnt P -nH UCt ° n * brm9 a W3r crimina, s to just and swift 
wrouaS h! thp d r rep3rat,on in kind for the destruction 
oraanlsatinnc ® Ge . rma .o s '. w| P a out the Nazi party, Nazi laws, 

ShueS from ? J « t,0ns ' remove a " Nazi and militarist 

nhuences from public office and from the cultural and economic 

measure! ?„ P6 ° ple ' and take in ba ^ony such other 

easures in Germany as may be necessary to the future peace and 
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safety of the world. It is not our purpose to destroy the people of 
Germany, but only when Nazism and Militarism have been ex- 
tirpated will there be hope for a decent life for Germans, and a 
place fqr them in the comity of nations. 

III 

REPARATION BY GERMANY 

We have considered the question of the damage caused by 
Germany to the Allied Nations in this war and recognised it as just 
that Germany be obliged to make compensation for this damage 
in kind to the greatest extent possible. A Commission for the 
Compensation of Damage will be established. The Commission 
will be instiucted to consider the question of the extent and 
methods for compensating damage caused by Germany to the 
Allied countries. The Commission will work in Moscow. 

IV 

UNITED NATIONS CONFERENCE 

are reso * ved u Pon the earliest possible establishment with 
our Allies of a general international organisation to maintain 
peace and security. We believe that this is essential, both to 
prevent aggression and to remove the political, economic and 
social causes of war through the close and continuing collabor- 
ation of all peaceloving peoples. 

The foundations were laid at Dumbarton Oaks. On the import- 
ant question of voting procedure, however, agreement was not 

K er V« act ? ed The present conference has been able to resolve 
this difficulty. 

We have agreed that a Conference of United Nations should be 
meet at San Francisco in the United States on April 25th 
thpi; n2° prepar ® the charter of such an organisation, along 
Oaks proposed m the mformal conversations at Dumbarton 

Franrp G wnf f KlT ent of , Chi " a and ,he Provisional Government of 
ance wnl be immediately consulted and invited to sDonsnr 

United^sfafpJbr Co ' lf ® r ® nce jointly with the Governments of the 
United States, Great Britain and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics. As soon as the consultation with China and France 

,he °' 0P ° S8,S ™ 
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V 

DECLARATION ON LIBERATED EUROPE 

We have drawn up and subscribed to a Declaration on liberated 
Europe This Declaration provides for concerting the policies of 
the Three Powers and for joint action by them in meeting the 
political and economic problems of liberated Europe in accord- i 
ance with democratic principles. The text of the Declaration is as 
follows: 

The Premier of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the 
Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, and the President of the 
United States of America have consulted with each other in the 
common interests of the peoples of their countries and those of 
liberated Europe. They jointly declare their mutual agreement to 
concert during the temporary period of instability in liberated 
Europe the policies of their three governments in assisting the 
peoples liberated from the domination of Nazi Germany and the 
peoples of the former Axis satellite states of Europe to solve by 
democratic means their pressing political and economic problems, j 
The establishment of order in Europe and the rebuilding of | 
national economic life must be achieved by processes which will 
enable the liberated peoples to destroy the last vestiges of Nazism 
and Fascism and to create democratic institutions of their own 
choice. This is a principle of the Atlantic Charter— the right of a 
peoples to choose the form of government under which they will 
live — the restoration of sovereign rights and self-government to 
those peoples who have been forcibly deprived of them by the 
aggressor nations. 

To foster the conditions in which the liberated peoples may 
exercise these rights, the three governments will jointly assist the 
people in any European liberated state or former Axis satellite 
state in Europe where in their judgement conditions require (a) to 
establish conditions of internal peace; (b) to carry out emergency 
measures for the relief of distressed people; (c) to form interim 
governmental authorities broadly representative of all democratic 
elements in the population and pledged to the earliest possible 
establishment through free elections of governments responsive 
to the will of the people; and (d) to facilitate where necessary the 
holding of such elections. 

The three governments will consult the other United Nations 
and provisional authorities or other governments in Europe when 
matters of direct interest to them are under consideration. 

When, in the opinion of the three governments, conditions in 
any European liberated state or any former Axis satellite state in 
Europe make such action necessary, they will immediately consult 
together on the measures necessary to discharge the joint re- 
sponsibilities set forth in this declaration. 
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By this declaration we reaffirm our faith in the P^|plesofthe 
Atlantic Charter, our pledge in the Declaration by the 
Nations, and our determination to build in cooperation with other 
peaceloving nations a world order under law, dedicated to peace, 
security freedom and the general well-being of all mankind^ 

In issuing this declaration, the Three Powers express the hope 
that the Provisional Government of the French Republic may e 
associated with them in the procedure suggested. 


VI 

POLAND 

We came to the Crimean Conference resolved to settle our 
differences about Poland. We discussed fully all aspects of tl he 
question. We reaffirm our common desire to see established a 
strong, free, independent and democratic Poland. As a result of 
our discussions we have agreed on the conditions in which a new 
Polish Provisional Government of National Unity may be formed 
in such a manner as to command recognition by the three major 
powers. 

The agreement reached is as follows: 

A new situation has been created in Poland as a result of her 
complete liberation by the Red Army. This calls for the establish- 
ment of a Polish Provisional Government which can be more 
broadly based than was possible before the recent liberation of 
western Poland. The Provisional Government which is now func- 
tioning in Poland should therefore be reorganised on a broader 
democratic basis with the inclusion of democratic leaders from 
Poland itself and from Poles abroad. This new Government 
should then be called the Polish Provisional Government of 
National Unity. 

V. M. Molotov, Mr. W. A. Harriman and Sir A. Clark Kerr are 
authorized as a Commission to consult in the first instance in 
Moscow with members of the present Provisional Government 
and with other Polish democratic leaders from within Poland and 
from abroad, with a view to the reorganisation of the present 
Government along the above lines. This Polish Provisional 
Government of National Unity shall be pledged to the holding of 
free and unfettered elections as soon as possible on the basis of 
universal suffrage and secret ballot. In these elections all dem- 
ocratic and anti-Nazi parties shall have the right to take part and 
to put forward candidates. 

When a Polish Provisional Government of National Unity has 
been properly formed in conformity with the above, the 
Government of the USSR, which now maintains diplomatic 
relations with the present Provisional Government of Poland, and 
the Government of the United Kingdom and the Government of 
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the United States will establish diplomatic relations with the new 
Polish Provisional Government of National Unity, and will ex? 
change Ambassadors by whose reports the respective 
Governments will be kept informed about the situation in Poland. 

The three Heads of Government consider that the eastern 
frontier of Poland should follow the Curzon Line with digressions 
from it in some regions of five to eight kilometres in favour of 
Poland. They recognise that Poland must receive substantial 
accessions of territory in the north and west. They feel that the 
opinion of the new Polish Provisional Government of National 
Unity should be sought in due course on the extent of these 
accessions and that the final delimitation of the western frontier 
of Poland should thereafter await the Peace Conference. 


VII 

YUGOSLAVIA 

We have agreed to recommend to Marshal Tito and Dr. Subasic 
that the Agreement between them should be put into effect 
immediately, and that a new Government should be formed on 
the basis of that Agreement. 

We also recommend that as soon as the new Government has 
been formed, it should declare that: 

(i) The Anti-Fascist Assembly of National Liberation should be 
extended to include members of the last Yugoslav Parliament 
(Skupschina) who have not compromised themselves by col- 
laboration with the enemy, thus forming a body to be known as a 
temporary Parliament; and 

(ii) legislative acts passed by the Anti-Fascist Assembly of 
National Liberation will be subject to subsequent ratification by a 
Constituent Assembly. 

There was also a general review of other Balkan questions. 


VIII 

MEETINGS OF FOREIGN SECRETARIES 

Throughout the Conference, besides the daily meetings of the 
Heads of Government and the Foreign Secretaries, separate meet- 
ings of the three Foreign Secretaries and their advisers have also 
been held daily. 

These meetings have proved of the utmost value and the 
Conference agreed that permanent machinery should be set up 
for regular consultation between the three Foreign Secretaries. 
They will, therefore, meet as often as may be necessary, probably 
about every three or four months. These meetings will be held in 
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rotation in the three Capitals, the first meeting being held in 
London, after the United Nations Conference on world 
organisation. 


IX 

UNITY FOR PEACE AS FOR WAR 

Our meeting here in the Crimea has reaffirmed our common 
determination to maintain and strengthen in the peace to come 
that unity of purpose and of action which has made victory 
possible and certain for the United Nations in this war. We believe 
that this is a sacred obligation which our Governments owe to our 
peoples and to all the peoples of the world. 

Only with continuing and growing cooperation and under- 
standing among our three countries and among all the peacelov- 
ing nations can the highest aspiration of humanity be realised— a 
secure and lasting peace, which will, in the words of the Atlantic 
Charter, "afford assurance that all the men in all the lands may live 
out their lives in freedom from fear and want . 

Victory in this war and establishment of the proposed inter- 
national organisation will provide the greatest opportunity in all 
history to create in the years to come the essential conditions of 
such a peace. 

Winston S. CHURCHILL 
Franklin D. ROOSEVELT 
Joseph V. STALIN 


AGREEMENT 


The leaders of the Three Great Powers — the Soviet Union, the 
United States of America and Great Britain — have agreed that in 
two or three months after Germany has surrendered and the war 
in Europe has terminated the Soviet Union shall enter into the war 
against Japan on the side of the Allies on condition that: 

1 . The status quo in Outer Mongolia (The Mongolian People s 
Republic) shall be preserved; 

2. The former rights of Russia violated by the treacherous attack 
of Japan in 1 904 shall be restored, viz: 

(a) the southern part of Sakhalin as well as all the islands 
adjacent to it shall be returned to the Soviet Union, 

(b) the commercial port of Dairen shall be internationalised, the 
preeminent interests of the Soviet Union in this port being 
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j&ssga" ,he ,e3sc * p °'’ A,,hur as a i»» of .h, 

(c) the Chinese- Eastern Railroad and the South-Man/-K • 
Railroad which provides an outlet to Dairen shall be 
operated by the establishment of a joint Sovie^h^ 

?STi V ' rt b T?, r derstood that the Preeminent i?te?ests of 
Soviet Union shall be safeguarded and that China shall rptaiV. t » 
sovereignty in Manchuria; sna retain M 

3. The Kuril Islands shall be handed over to the Soviet i in- 
on advice from Marshal SMn 3 " ,te ooncurrenc, 

j'B hSSS" ** 

China' ?romTh^ , Sanes^Se f0rceS ** ^ parpos ^^ SiSS 


February 11, 1945 


Joseph V. STALIN 
Franklin D. ROOSEVELT 
Winston S. CHURCHILL 



JU1THHCKAJI KOH<I>EPEHltmj 1945 TOJA 
yPOKH HCTOPHH 

HO OHfAtliiCKOM .S JNKt’ 
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